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Student achievement is in the forefront of education as never before. Educators, 
parents, business leaders, community members, and politicia..11s are all actively watching 
reports of student achievement. Wong (2003) found in more than 200 studies, the only 
way to improve stu.dent achievement is vvith a knowledgeable and skillful teacher. The 
expertise of a teacher is a critical variable in effecting student achievement (Marzano, 
2003). In this study, Classroom Goals Team Project (CGTP) was utilized as a 
professional development program to bring about improvements in teaching and 
learning in ru'- effort to positively impact student achievement. The CGTP, implemented 
in a suburban school district in Nebraska, is a process where classroom teachers were 
asked to identify an area of concern within their classroom based upon student 
performance assessment data. 
The major finding of the CGTP indicates the teachers of this district view the 
CGTP as an effective professional development model and classroom goals team 
meetings were perceived as productive by 89% of the teachers. Other find:L.'1gs of this 
study focus on the impact of five constructs identified in the research as critical to 
effective professional development programs. These constructs are: learning 
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community/ collaborative teams, quality teaching/ instructional practices, leadership, 
data driven decision mak:L."'1g, and equity. 
m 
A benefit of the CGTP was the foundation for ft1 ..... 11damental change in attitudes 
and perceptions of what professional development looks like and sounds like in this 
district. Professional development has gone beyond a one day, shot in the dark event to 
a much tigher level of active engagement and monitoring of successful implementation 
with consistent and frequent feedback from peers. Students had an increased 
opportunity to learn through the CGTP, which according to Berlinger & Biddle (1997) is 
the single most powerful predictor of student achievement. The results of the review of 
literature and the data from this study support the need to have a professional 
development program, which is .student achievement driven, and teacher focused in 
learning communities. 
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01apter 1 
Introduction 
Tinkering -with professional development programs to significru.·Ttly impact 
st'udent achievement is a waste of resources (Darling-Hammond, 1997; Sparks, 2002). 
Those who believe having everyone seated in an auditorium listening to a speaker from 
afar, sendi.11g staff members to a one-day workshop withol;l.t~purposeful follow-up, or 
bringing in an "expert" to constitute a productive development activity, are all ill 
advised. Fullan (1991), 13 years later/ is still recalling his rationale behind failure of 
professional development. The reasons Fullan (1991) gave in 1979 are: one-time events; 
topics chosen by someone other than the participant; follow-up not considered or 
planned; no evaluation; lack of a conceptual plan for professional development in the 
beginning; and no consideration for the individual needs of a schooL Wong (2003) 
found in more than 200 studies conducted by the National Commission on Teaching and 
America's Future in 1996, the only way to improve student achievement is with a 
knowledgeable and skillful teacher. There is no time for tinkering or "drive by" models 
of professional development. 
Literature About the Problem 
Guskey (1995) views professional development, not as isolated events, but as a 
seJies of processes put into action. Every year is a plethora of reports, articles, 
reseaxch studies, and books published; workshops and presentations performed,: and 
resources allocated - all with the intent of improving the quality of instructional 
pmctices in the classroom through professional development progiams. These tend to 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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fall well short of t_t,_e :intended goal, tlwt of impacting student achievement (Sparks, 
2002). 
Quality teaching does not happen by accident, and i_-.,_ being both an art ru.1.d 
science; professional development prog-rams may need to address dichotomous 
nature of teaching and learning. According to Darling-Hammond (1997), "Teachers who 
know a lot about teaching and learning and who work in environments that allow them 
to know students well are the critical elements of successful learning" (p. 8). The 
expertise of a teacher is a critical variable :in effecting student achievement (Marzano, 
2003). 
If educators are to engage every student in every classroom, all teachers must be 
provided with the support and opportunity to develop their :instructional skills t.l-rrough 
a professional development program. Quality professional development opportunities, 
when organized and implemented appropriately, may impact the quality of teaching 
that can be observed :in the classroom, which can significantly impact student 
achievement (Marzano, 2003). The primary teacher-level factor that affects student 
achievement and i_rnpacts student achievement is 11instructional strategiesn, which must 
be affected through effective professional development for student success (Marzano, 
2003). 
Sparks (2002) offers three premises presentil1.g a case for powerful 
professional development (a) quality teaching makes a difference in student learning; 
(b) professional learning of teachers and administrators is a central factor :in determining 
quality of teaching; and (c) tb.e experiences the teacher and prbcipal are 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
by structures a11.d culture. to Sparks a:1.d 
uprofessional development must affect the knowledge, attitttdes, and practices of 
individual teachers, admirdstrators, and other school employees, but it also must alter 
cultures and structures of the organizations in which those individuals work" (p. 2). 
Reviews of the literature identify examples of and summarize the findings 
regarding the relationship between professional developP1:ent and improvements in 
student achievement (Asayesh, 1993; Wright, Horn, & Sanders, 1997). Based on the 
knowledge of professional development gleaned from personal experience and research, 
most school district personnel can Build a professional development program that 
enhances professionalism and supports instructional and curricula1· changes. The main 
issue rests upon whether a professional development program can or does impact 
teaching and learning. 
Weathersby and Harkreader (1999) studied the connection between professional 
development and student achievement in Georgia, comparing professional development 
activities between high achieving and low achieving schools. They found that 
professional development was viewed to have little connection to classroom results in 
low achievi."lg schools, while staff in high achieving schools viewed it as an authentic 
and collaborative effort designed to improve student achievement Professional 
development progranw in high achieving schools had a greater focus on student 
achievement and the classroom. Professional development was described as, 11 central to 
teacher discussions about professional development was what happened to their 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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students, what happened in their classrooms, -.;vhat happened in schools" 
(Weathersby & Harkreader, 1999, p. 5). 
Collaborative Analysis of Student Learni...ng (CASL) is one example of a 
professional development system that assists educators in establis:hing a culture for 
collaborative inquiry while gailling deeper understanding of the link betvveen their 
instruction and t.~eir students1 learning, which consists of r;ttandards-based target 
lear:ni...1.g goals (Langer & Colton, 2002). Langer and Colton, (2002) suggest the benefits 
of study teams/ classroom goals teams related to student achievement include improved 
student learning and increased clarity about intended outcomes. Benefits for teachers 
include: analytical and reflective inquiry skills, professional knowledge, and 
collaborative expertise (Langer & Colton, 2002). 
Teachers who are knowledgeable about their subject area and effective 
instructional strategies are found in high achieving schools (Weathersby & Harkreader, 
1999). It was also found that the content of professional development programs in high 
achieving schools were curriculum and instructional and assessment strategies 
(Weat.1.ersby & Harkreader, 1999). VVhile a professional development program with the 
previous focus is necessary, it is not sufficient in and of itself. The attitudes of the 
teachers and administrator toward "teaching and learning were found to be connected 
to the translation teachers' skills and knowledge into higher sh:tdent achievement" 
(VVeathersby & Harkreader, 1999, p. 12). 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Classroom Goals Project 
The CGTP, a professional development program implemented in a suburban 
school clistrict in Nebraska, is a continuous professional development process 
classroorrt teachers were asked to identify an area of concern within t..heir classroom 
5 
based upon student performance assessment data. The CGTP (CGTP) facilitates 
monthly professional dialogue by defining target classroom objectives and reviewi.J.1g 
classroom teaching strategies, leading to a process of evaluating strengths and 
weaknesses of instructional sh·ategies. Team members offered input in the form of 
insh·uctional strategies, classroom activities, and additional resources to be implemented 
by the classroom teacher in an effort to reach the classroom goal. To improve student 
achievement the teacher acted on the plan for a mont.~ and returned to the team with 
additional student assessment data to learn how the instructional strategies affected 
students' performance, and whether student achievement improved. Student 
achievement was measured usi..llg informal measures to document improvement of the 
monthly data collected for the classroom goal. 
Each classroom goal team was made up of four or five certified teachers or staff 
members, organized by the building administrator. Each team was diverse in 
composition, with members representing heterogeneous groupings of grade level and 
content areas. Teams remained constant for the academic school year. 
The administrator, prior to the implementation of the CGTP, identified a 
classroom goals team leader. The leader of each team identi.Jied a facilitator who 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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appoints a timekeeper and note-taker, and who leads a discussion regard.Lng 
background information and follow-up information (via district-provided 
The team focuses on data provided by the teacher making sure t.~ere is a clear 
understanding of the strengths and weaknesses t.~e students. Based on the strengths 
and weaknesses of the students, the team assists the teacher in forrni.ng a classroom goal. 
The team members t.~en assist in identifying what classroo_m strategies might be useful 
in achieving the classroom goal, and in identifying assignments and/ or activities t.~e 
teacher may use to meet the classroom goaL This process is followed for each of the four 
members of the classroom goals team. Classroom team leaders provide a copy of each 
classroom goals action plan (via district provided form) to the principal following each 
monthly meeting. The classroom goals teams reconvene on a monthly basis to review 
new data, which support the success of the implementation of the classroom goals plan 
goal and documented student achievement. 
To assimilate innovations, teachers need opportunities to reformulate their ideas 
about the teaching-learning process. "Educational change depends on what teachers do 
and think- it's as simple and as complex as that" (Fullan, 1991, p. 117). Fullan goes on 
to suggest that change is not merely an event, but a process. Student success tluough 
effective instructional practices and the use of assessment data is dependent upon t.he 
teacher and the successful implementation of change, like the CGTP, is dependent upon 
teachers' attitudes and beliefs (Fullan, 1991). 
The coherence or the extent to which the CGTP is consistent what has been 
learned in previous professional development activities, which is a critical component of 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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an effective professional development program (Garret; Porter, Desimone, Birman, & 
Yoon, 2001), was explored within this study. The CGTP encouraged professional 
communication among teachers who were engaged i.."'l. efforts to reform their teaching in 
similar ways, which was found to be effective in a study of 1,027 teachers to significantly 
impact their perception of increases in t.h.eir skills and abilities (Garret et al., 2001). 
In this study, CGTP was utilized as a professional d~velopment program to bring 
about improvements in teaching and learning in an effort to positively impact student 
achievement. The over-riding question addressed by this study is: "Did the Classroom 
Goals Team Project as a profession2ll development model, positively impact 
instructional practices as measured by elementary teachers' perceptions and responses?" 
Purpose Statement 
The purpose of this ?tudy was to determine the value of Classroom Goals Team 
Project to improve insh·uctional practices, as measured by elementary teachers' 
perceptions using a quantitative measure of results. 
The variables of years of experience, assigned building, level of 
education/ degree, specialty areas, gender, primary vs. intermediate, building 
adiil.hlistrator' s perceived support, and previous study team experience were explored. 
Research Questions 
The following research questions were used to guide the quantitative study: 
1. What are teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals Team Project as a 
professional development model? 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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2. Does grade lev elf area concenh·ation (primary, i.J--:1termediate, 
specialist) impact teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals Team Project, 
as a professional development model? 
3. Does educational level impact teachers' perception of the Classroom Goals 
Team Project, as a professional development model? 
4. Does gender impact teachers! perception of the_ Classroom Goals Team 
Project, as a professional development model? 
5. Does area/ content taught impact teachers' perception of the Classroom 
Goals Team Project, as a-professional development model? 
6. Does building of employment impact teachers' perception of the Classroom 
Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
7. Does previous e:)(perience with study teams impact teacher's perception of 
the Classroom Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
8. Is there a relationship among teacher perceptions of the Classroom Goals 
Team Project across the five constructs of CGTS? 
Theoretical Frameworks 
As the "No Child Left Behind" data being released across the United States point 
out, there are too many students who are learning far less than they are capable of 
learning. In this day, "'"' 0 "'0 the focus is on accountability, a pwfessional development 
program must be one that contin.uously improves the performa."'lce of all teachers (Joyce 
& Showers, 2002). professional development program must focus on deepening a 
teacher's k ... ,owledge content area, expand teacher,. s repertoire instructional 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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strategies to effectively diverse stlJ.dents, and embed learning and collaboration as 
a seamless part of the teacher's workday so that every teacher is learnmg every day 
(Sparks, 2001). 
Research studies and reviews show if widespread and sustained change i.TJ. 
schools is to be found, a new form of professional development must be implemented 
(Darling-Hammond, 1997; Fullan, 1991; Sparks, 2001). '~The_ field of professional 
development has u·ouble changing and yet it is poised to change as never before because 
of i.TJ.creases i.."'L the knowledge base at<d pressures from within the field and outside the 
field of education" (Joyce & Showers, 2002, p. ix). 
Fullan (1991) stated, "The greatest problem faced by school districts and schools 
is not resistance to innovation, but to fragmentation, overload, and incoherence resulting 
from the uncritical acceptanc~ of too many different innovations" (p. 197). Togneri 
(2003) studied 5 school districts that exhibited 3 years of improvement in student 
achievement in reading and math across multiple grade levels and across all races and 
ethnic groups. Togneri (2003) found that all schools in the study had moved away from 
the 1990 era of traditionaL fragmented professional development practices of one-time 
workshops and Teplaced them with coherent district-organized strategies to improve 
instruction. Embedded within these professional development programs were: (a) 
deliberate strategies to utilize data in the decision making stage (b) clear 
connections between the goal of the district and building level practices, and 
(c) research-based principles of professional development (Fullan, 1991). 
concise 
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:tvkLaughlin 
teacher believes he/ she has the ability to impact st"u.dent performance. Self-efficacy is 
one's belief h"'1 their capabilit-y to implement and accomplish the procedures essential to 
achieve the intended level of performance 1977, 1989, 1990). An individuaYs 
commitment to goal setting, effort expended, and levels of persistence are influenced by 
one's feelings of efficacy (Bandura 1977,1989, 1990). The?r:-:pposition that beliefs or 
perceptions are the best indicators of what decisions individuals will make throughout 
their career or life can be traced to one's earliest reflections (Bandura, 1986; Dewey 1933; 
Pajare, 1992). 
Studies have shown relationships between student achievement (Ashton, Webb, 
& Doda, 1983) and a teacher's strong feeling of efficacy, classroom behaviors that are 
associated with effective teaching (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembro, 1984). 
Teacher efficacy has also been linked with teacher willingness and effectiveness in 
implementing instructional innovation (Guskey, 1987; Stein & Wang, 1988), which was 
measured on the perceptual survey for this study. 
Percepru.al data will be used to draw assumptions of the Classroom Goals Team 
Project success in changing teacher behavior. Perceptual data will be considered as one 
measure of efficacy. 
Assumptions 
The following assumptions guided this study and are drawn from research .in the 
literature: 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
1. There is a siTong and positive relationship between professional 
development and improvements in student achievement (Asayesh, 1993; 
Darling-Hammond, 1997; 2003; VVong, 2003; Wright et al., 1997); 
2. Professional development can improve instructional practices (DaJling-
Hammond, 1997; Sparks, 2002; Wong, 2003); 
3. Collegial groups can improve instructional pra~tices (Darling-Hammond, 
1997; Pullan, 1995; Sparks, 2001, 2002); 
11 
4. The culture of the building where professional development activities take 
place impacts the teachers' perception of the impact of the Classroom Goals 
Project (Pullan, 1995; Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001; Lieberman & Miller, 
1991). 
5. Perceptions equate to value in measuring the effectiveness of Classroom 
Goals Team Project towards improving instructional practices (Ashton & 
Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembro, 1984; McLaughlin & Marsh, 1978). 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study was limited by the following boundaries: 
1. Respondents were certified teachers in the 12 elementary school buildings in a 
suburban school district in Nebraska. 
district 
implemented professional development program. 
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3. Smveys were electronically 
participated in the CGTP. Time was provided during t.lte workday at each 
build:L11.g for completion. 
4. The Assistant Superintendent based upon the student emoHment for that 
specific building determined the number of positions in a school building. 
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations of the study include: 
1. The use of perceptions to measure effectiveness. 
2. Respondents self-reporYperception data. Every attempt was made to 
guarantee anonymity of the respondents to encourage honest, open 
responses. 
3. A potential bias as the researcher is conducting an internal investigation for 
the purpose of tlus study. The researcher is a trainer for the project and a 
principal in the school district in which the study is being conducted. 
Definitions of Terms 
Elementary Administrator is defined as a certified administrator who is assigned 
adn-lli!istrative duties in an elementary school building with a current administrative 
contract. 
Elementam Classroom Teacher is defined as a certified teacher who is currently 
v -
assigned a classroom of students in grade Pre-K- 6. 
Classroom Goal Teams and Study Teams are a collaborative group of 
professionals/teachers developed to help strengthen their professional development. 
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Professionals/ teachers are charge of their own independent learning seek 
professional goals through interaction with others (modified from Cramer, Hurst, & 
Wilson, 1996). They are organized L.>to teams driven student 
results. Educators collaboratively share ideas and strategies to improve classroom 
insh·uction to increase student achievement. 
Intermediate Classroom Teacher is a classroom teacher cwho teaches in grades 4-6. 
Primary Classroom Teacher is a classroom teacher who teaches in grades Pre-K-3. 
Professional Dialogue is a "particular form of conversation to identify common 
ground and build bridges of understanding among group members" (Sparks, 2002, 
pp. i-iii). 
Professional Learning Communities is a term given to a school in which "staff 
members provide meaningful and sustained assistance to one another to improve 
teaching and student learning" (Sparks, 2002, p. 6-2). 
Professional Development is an organized leru:ning opportunity for teachers to 
acquire knowledge and skills to help become a more effective teacher {Weathersby & 
Harkreader, 1999). 
Specialist is a certified professional of grades Pre-K- 6 who is not assigned a full 
time classroom. These :Lndude: art teacher, music teacher, band instructor, physical 
teacher, media specialist; special education teacher, school psychologist 
speech pathologist, OT/PT, guidance cmmselor, HAL, reading specialist/Title I/ reading 
consultant, and principal. 
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Student Achievernent is tl1e acquisition of knowledge 
success as measured by district standards. 
skills necessary for 
Study Teams are a collaborative group of professionals organized and sustained 
team members to help them strengthen their professional development in areas of 
common interest. These may be identified as curriculum toolbox, school improvement 
teams, or other collaborative team experience. 
Significance of the Study 
Contribution to research. There are a variety of models for professional 
development projects available to schools and research to support the impact of such 
projects. These models may include college courses, in-house workshops, workshops 
sponsored by professional development companies, and conventions. Little research is 
available on the classroom goals team model as a professional development initiative. 
This study will contribute to the larger body of research literatu.re on professional 
development, specifically on the previously unstudied context of classroom goals teams. 
Research has not been able, at this point, to clearly answer questions regarding 
how professional development can improve student achievement. Tl:-Js is partially due 
to vague indicators of effectiveness and the fact that the quantity of professional 
development has overshadowed quality. Guskey (1997) believes multiple professional 
development cases should be analyzed with quantitative and methods 
to gather details from multiple contexts. This research study goes beyond measuring 
seat time and level of "fun"" 
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to practice. This stl1.dy assist school in developing a 
professional development program that may improve instructional practices and impact 
student achievement. Insights from tlris study be useful in identifying strategies to 
implement compreheD.sive professional development projects. 
This study will provide information about whether resources allocated to 
classroom goals teams, such as built-in contractual timefor training and 
implementation, are impacting teachers' perceptions of improved instructional practices. 
This study will also provide information that can be used to assist schools in maximizing 
the effectiveness of professional development practices. 
Outline of Study 
Chapter 2 presents a review of literature relative to professional development; 
learning commu..rrities and collaboration, leadership, data-driven professional 
development; design and quality teaching (effective use of research-based instructional 
strategies) as these are linked to improved student achievement (Sparks, 2002); and the 
primary components that are inclusive of the development of the "Classroom Goals 
Team Project" as a professional development model. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
16 
The pmposes of literature review are to exami:'le past present practices 
of professional development as a whole, learning coTILmunity /collaborative teams, 
quality teaching/ instructional practices, leadership, data driven decision making, and 
equity. Each will be reviewed as these are lifll<ed to improy~d student achievement 
(Sparks, 2002) and the primary components that are inclusive of the development of 
Classroom Goals Team Project (CGTP) as a professional development modeL 
Professional Development 
Historically, professional development has been a necessary act of fulfillment for 
re-certification, new certification, postgraduate degree, or satisfying district professional 
growth requirements·. Many teachers view professional development as a buffet; filling 
their plates w:i.trt a variety of samples, but the abundance allows for no more than a 
nibble befme indigestion sets in. Guskey (1995) found that professional development 
should not be isolated events, but a series of processes. 
Professional development needs to be day-to-day action of an educators' 
professional life if they are to be enr.aeshed in a continuous improvement cycle (Darling-
Hammond, 1999; Richardson, 2002; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997). Collecting data, setting 
meaningfu.l stu.dent achievement goals, collaboratively planning a...Tld assessing, and 
spending time reflecting are critical requirements for a teacher's time (Laine, 2000; Little: 
1990). There is a perception that time teachers spend outside of clirect contact with 
students does not raise stu.dent achievement it does (Darling-Hammond, 1999). 
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Study teams, action research, team planning, and problem-solving groups are 
job-embedded professional development activities (Richardson, 2002). Wood and 
:McQuarrie (1999) identify benefits of these activities as: less time away from the 
classroom; irrunediate application, cost is less, and matches adult learnrrtg models. 
Teaching career stages were identified by Fessler (1995) as: pre-service/ 
induction, competency building, enthusiastic and growing, career frustration, career 
stability, career wind-down, and career exit. As with all developmental stages, teachers 
do not all go through all the stages, nor at the same time. Family and life stage, 
organizational environments, and professional membership may influence placement in 
the career cycle. Fessler (1995) suggests that teachers expressing the most satisfaction in 
their career participated with a close group of peers, attained results in their classroom, 
and had actively selected career role changes for themselves. CGTP, as a professional 
development model, can influence two of these tlwee factors through small collaborative 
teams, focusing on data-driven decision making for attaining results in the classroom. 
There are a phenomenal number of areas :L.--1. which teachers need to keep current. 
Among these are: classroom management and discipline, technology, updated 
instructional strategies to meet a variet'j of learning styles, curriculum enl1ancements, 
assessment literacy, and standards implementation. Teachers are seeking research-
based practices to learn more about differentiation, school irnprovement systems, 
inclusion, learning styles, and brain research. 
The National Staff Development Council (NSDC) published an initial set of 
professional development standards ill 1994 and, based on exteP..sive research, 
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subsequently updated the standards in and 2004. NSDC s work is grounded in the 
resem:ch conducted by respected researchers (complete annotated bibliography can be 
folL.rtd in Sta.ndards for Staff Develonment Revised, 2004). research, 
standards were formed, identified factors that made professional development 
successful or ineffective. The standards are entrenched in the belief that teachers alone 
should not benefit from high quality professional develop:JJlent; students should also be 
benefactors. 
NSDC's Stand.ards for Staff Development (2001) "start from the premise that the 
primary purpose of staff development should be to help educators develop the insights, 
knowledge, and skill they need to become effective classroom and school leaders, better 
able to increase stu.dents learning:' (p. vi). The NSCD standards are organized into 
context standards, process ~tandards, and content (Sparks, 1983). They are defined as: 
Context standards address the organization, system, and culture in which the 
new learning will be implemented. They describe the structure that must be in 
place for successful learning for all students to occur. Process refers to the 'how' 
of staff development It describes the learning processes used in the acquisition 
of new knowledge and skills. Process standards address the use of data, 
evaluation, and research. Content refers to the 'what' of staff development. 
Content decisions begL-rt witi1 an examination what students must know and 
be able to do. Staff development content standards address the knowledge and 
skills that ensure all students are successful. (NSDC, 2001, p. 
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NSDC identified context standard indicators that must be present in a 
professional development initiative if improved learning of all st-udents is to be attained 
(NSDC 2001, 2004). Of these, learning corrL."llunities, formally orgardzed groups of 
adults, whose goals are aligned wit.1. those of school and district, are critical. 
Effective professional development must have skillful personnel in the leadership role of 
guiding continuous i.nstructional improvement. Resources ~o support adult learning 
and collaboration must also be allocated for an effective professional development 
program (NSDC 2001, 2004). 
Professional development programs that use disaggregated student data to 
determine priorities, scrutinize progress, and help maintain constant improvement are 
said to be data driven, one of the NSDC process standards. Also, multiple sources of 
information are used to evaluate program success, guide improvement, and 
demonstrate impact. Professional development programs that train educators to utilize 
research-based decision making, design learning strategies appropriate to the intended 
goal, apply knowledge about human learning and change, and develop educators who 
have the knowledge and skills to collaborate are process standard indicators also 
identified by NSDC (2001, 2004). 
The first indicator of the NSDC content standards reviews issue equity. 
Professionals must hold high expectations for students, while understanding and 
appreciating their uniqueness. Sr..rdents must be provided with a safe, organized, and 
supportive learning atmosphere with an educator who has content knowledge and 
expertise, research-based h"'l.Btructional strategies, and who is assessment literate. 
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Educators must also have the skills to engage and involve families and 
stakeholders (NSDC 2001, 2004). 
and Celio (1991) schools that made significant gains in 
student achievement, as measured on test scores in Washington, took a pro-active 
approach towards school improvement. "Our findings make it clear that schools- and 
what the people who work in them do - can make a differe~ce in what students learn" 
(Lake et aL 1991, p. 5). It was found t."lat: (a) teaching methods and materials are 
focused and school-wide; (b) improved schools operate as teams; (c) professional 
development is focused on school development that prepared schools to focus on 
instructional weaknesses and support the overall school improvement plan; 
(d) high performance pressure was positive and led to determination; (e) schools 
actively sought help and did"not wait passively for the help to be provided by someone 
outside of the school; (f) limited funding was strategically utilized to maximize benefits; 
and (g) actively sought parental support (Lake et al., 1991). 
Hirsh (2004) found professional development must be embedded within the 
school improvement work, viewed as the primary strategy for achieving the 
improvement goals a school and district and support the priorities of the school. To 
be the most effective; the professional development plan must be "results-driven, 
standards based, and focused on an educators' daily work" (Hirsh, 2004/ p. 13). 
Learning Communities, Collaboration, Teams/Groups 
The tools of a framer are used to secure the frame of a house, which is 
structurally the core of longevity, as t.he professional development model of the school is 
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frame for longevity of student achievement ult::L.-nate success. It is of no 
consequence irt which subdivision a house is built; it is the quality of the framers that 
will determine t.l-te quality of the structure. The quality of the professional 
framers will also detennirl.e the quality and impact of teachers in our classrooms, 
regardless of the subdivision (district) in which the school is found. 
21 
Skillful collaboration necessitates a number of tools or skills, which may or may 
not be part of the "tool kit" of educators. Conzemius and O'Neill (2001) identified the 
following skills: "(a) problem-solving skills, (b) decision making skills, (c) 
communication skills, (d) group process skills, and (e) meeting skills" (p. 69). 
Pedigo (2003) found one of the most effective strategies to increase student 
achievement is to have teachers look at and analyze student work in a learning 
community. Schmoker (2004) found extensive consensus in the research on the effects 
of strategically structured collaborative teams supporting that it is affordable and 
capable of improving instruction. Joyce and Showers (2002) found traditional forms of 
professional development "probably will not generate the amount of change necessary 
to affect student achievement" (p. 35). Joyce and Showers (2002) promote the creation of 
teacher communities, which are attentive to instruction, assessment, and the 
modification of mstructional strategies. Other researchers echo t.his premise of creating 
structures in which teachers work collaboratively while reflect on instructional 
strategies, share strategies, and reflect on stu.dent achievement results as an effective 
professional development strategy (Danielson, 2002; Garmston & IN ellman, 1999; 
Guskey, 1997; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997). 
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Garret et (2001) found u three core features of professional development 
activities that have significant, positive effects on teacher's self-reported increases in 
knowledge, skilt and changes in classroom practice" (p. 916). These include the focus 
on 1-u."'l.owledge of the content knowledge/ active opportunities, and coherence 
with other professional development activities (Garret et al., 2001). It is mainly through 
these central characteristics that the following structures co~_siderably affect teacher 
learning: (a) the configuration of the activity in a collaborative team rather than 
workshop format; (b) cooperative involvement of teachers; and (c) the period of time 
and length of the activity (Garret et-al., 2001). 
Framers of professional development must create teachers who are life-long 
learners by creating a frame of professional community of learners (Darling-Hammond, 
1999; Garmston & Wellman, 1999; Guskey, 1995; Richardson, 2002; Sparks & Hirsch, 
1997). The culture of a school must be redesigned for professional development to 
occur as a natural part of the school day (Pullan, 1995). Pullan (1995) goes on to identify 
four core capacities teachers need to be conf...nuous learners: 111. personal vision, 
2. inquiry, 3. mastery, and 4. collaboration" (p. 255). 
Framers are but one carpenter of the trade and must work as a team with other 
specialists in the building project. Teachers must also go beyond their classroom to be a 
member of the building team and the broader communit<J of teachers (Garrn.ston & 
Wellman, 1999; Little, 1990). Lieberman and Miller (1991) found professional 
development needs to build a culture, which will focus on lear.fling for students a.11d 
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professionals, emphasize teacher query into practice, bervveen 
collaboration and the teacher's individual art of teaching. 
Re-designing schools to become collaborative learning demonstrate 
potential for rejuvenating teachers fm the best interest of student achievement 
(Guskey, 1997). Time must be provided for concentrated efforts of collaboration within 
the workday, or staff will be discouraged by the inability to make considerable 
advancement (Conzemius & O'Neill,2001). 
Sparks (2002) argues that a high-quality professional development model, driven 
by the need for student learning, must have as a core, u a professional learning team 
whose members accept collective responsibility for the academic achievement of all 
students represented by the teachers in the group and who meet regularly to learn, plan, 
and support one another in_the process of continuous improvement'' (p. 1-4). Pullan. 
(1995) believes collaboration is essential for personal learning to occur, for without the 
collaboration, a "ceiling effect'' (p. 257) will occur. He believes that there is a limit to 
how much an individual can learn when working by himself/herself and in isolation. 
Collaborative teams - where reflection of experiences, and the application of and 
experimentation with new assessment approaches in existing classrooms take place- is 
where assessment literacy can be attained; which is integral to cont'muous improvement 
of instruction (Stigg'ills, 1999). 
Lewis; Perry, and Hurd (2004) have sv.1died lesson design, a form of professional 
development involving collaborative teams that originated in Japan and was credited 
bringing about Japan's evolution of effective teaching rnath and science. 
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Researchers interviewed teachers from Japan over that past years found seven 
key conduits to improvement that underlie successful lessons (as cited in Lewis et al., 
2004). These keys are: "increased knowledge of subject increased knowledge of 
instruction; increased ability to observe students; stronger collegi2J networks; stronger 
connection of daily practice to long-term goals; stronger motivation and sense of 
efficacy; and improved quality of available lesson plans" :{Lewis et al., 20041 p. 19). 
There are multiple advantages for designing professional development activities 
for teachers formed in groups (Garret et al., 2001). The first advantage lies in the 
opportunity for teachers to discuss notions, skills, and apprehension that may arise 
during the activity. Secondly, teachers who are in groups based on same grade level or 
department are more likely to slmre commonalities in curriculum, assessment or 
building requirements and 9-r~ more able to integrate new learning with other aspects of 
their instructional content. Also, teachers participating in these groups are more likely 
to share or know the same students. The final advantage, which could be of the greatest 
advantage, is found when teachers from the same building are grouped in teams; 
professional development may sustain changes in practice over time and help contribute 
to a shared professional culture (Garret et al., 2001). 
There are a number of terms used to describe professionals working together in 
collaborative groups. They are: collaborative teams~ study teams, study groups, grade-
level tearn.s, and many more. Vvhile the terms used to describe the activity changes, t..i-te 
concept of small groups of educators organized to promote collegial change and action 
is not new; Aristotle engaged in such a group & Lick, 2001). 
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Leadership 
Heck & Marcoulides (1993) found, flour results indicate t.~at the manner in which 
elementary 
and organize 
high principals govern school, strong school climate, 
monitor t."le sc..hool' s insh-uctional program are important predictors of 
academic achievement" (p. 22). Spark (2002) stated his belief in the power of leadership 
on quality staff development quite clearly as: "while qualit)r_teaching is obviously where 
the rubber meets the road, such teaching cannot be ensured in all classrooms for all 
students without skillful leadership" (p. 11-4). Spark (2002) goes on to express his 
opinion that no one, even researchers, authors, and support consultants, can compensate 
for the leadersl1.ip in a building or district. Teacher leadership is also an important 
element for school improvement and success of initiatives to occur, but the combination 
of teacher leadership with administrative building leadership, increases the likelihood 
that substantive changes will occur (Sparks, 2002). 
When teachers are involved in decision making and leadership opportunities 
within the school, they become less opposed to change and more supportive of the 
overall process. T'ne role of the prL."lcipal becomes one which is focused on empowering 
teacl1ers to develop leadership skills and creating a learning community which is 
conducive to shared leadership (Katzemneyer & Moller, 2001). Katzenmeyer and Moller 
(2001) came to the conclusion that principals are key when developing a supportive and 
enviroru:nent that supports teachers as decision-makers and leaders. Lake et al. 
(1991) identified the role the principal in high adlieving schools as one who identifies 
student achievement deficiencies, seeks the leadership role with teachers and parents in 
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implementing an aggressive improvement plan, pro-actively seeks 
assistance, and ensures all resources conu·ibute to the effective implementation of the 
school improvement plan. 
Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) fou..TJ.d a strained relationship beh,veen teachers 
and principals as a result of teachers' resistance to change when the principal failed to 
include teachers in the i•'Tiplementation of ilmovations. ·.Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) 
found, in then· review of the Newmann ru.<d Wehlage study, student achievement 
increases :in schools where collaborative work cultures foster a professional learning 
community among teachers and others. 
Complexity is found when creating collaborative work cultures because of the 
implications for teachers and principals (Pullan, 2000a). Principals~ who maintain a focus 
on control, intervention, efficiency, and accountability, rather than on the rrdssion of the 
schooL do not promote collaboration, cooperation, and a sense of community (Pullan, 
2000b). Providing leadership requires of the principal an action to develop a 
professional learning corrmmn:ity that integrates diversity and differences while creating 
a sense of efficacy among individuals and empowerment among staff members (Clark & 
Astutof 1994). 
Pedigo's (2003) work on why professional development has failed noted it was 
due to the principal's role of in-servicing teacheis. vVhile providing in-service, 
principals were focused on the attendance at activities, t.~inking they were "doing t."le 
right thing to create change in teacher pedagogy so that each and every student could be 
successfur (Pedigo, 2003, 7). Pedigo's (2003) focus to achieve sustained school 
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improvement focused on build:ing professionalism within a staff, by asking teachers to 
think beyond the sru.dents :in their classrooms by thinking about their own learning. 
Pedigo (2003) compares teachers to students that they teach- ~~teachers learn 
at different rates, :in different ways, and at different times ... and if all strtdents can 
learn, then all teachers can learn" (pp. 7, 11). To develop a differentiated professional 
development program for teachers, admit"l.istrators must:ta~~ a pro-active approach by 
develop:ing a leam:ing community that requires continuous reflection about adult and 
student leam:ing, a.nd takes action on these reflections (Pedigo, 2003). 
Data-Driven 
Data about student learning can serve multiple, and significant, purposes in a 
professional development program. Powerful professional development models use 
data to determine professional development goals, motivate and lead teacher learning, 
and monitor the impact of professional development on student achievement (Sparks, 
2002). Teachers also use data as confirmation of the impact of changes made :in 
:instructional practices on student achievement (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1992; Sparks, 
2002). also goes on to say there is a close l:ink between teachers' use of data and their 
review of sttJ.dent work (Sparks, 2002). Data are tools for leanung (Allen & Callhoun, 
1998; Conzemius & O'Neill, 2001). 
Stiggins, in an interview Sparks (1999), expresses his belief t.hat it is critical 
for teachers to master two tasks: "the ability to clearly articulate the achievement targets 
they want students to hit and knowledge of how to transform those targets into quality, 
day-to-day indicators" (p. 9-4). The continuous monitoring of student learning will go 
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beyond improving motivator for teachers to 
continue to make changes (Sparks, 2002). 
Professional development, stu.dy groups, and reflexive practices can improve 
instruction. Cawelti (1999) believes hvo of the most direct processes to improve 
instruction are to have teachers continuously work with peers on improving lesson 
quality and examining student work to ensure lessons are.s~pporting all students to 
perform at high levels. Research conducted by Little, Gearhart/ Curry, and Kafka (2003) 
attempted to capture how reviewing student work occurred in schools. Little et al. 
(2003) found the following three elements to be constant regardless of beliefs, practices, 
and local frameworks: (a) teachers were brought together to focus on student learning 
and instructional practices, (b) student work was the focus of the conversation, ru'1d 
(c) the teachers' conversations were structured through the use of a protocol. 
Design, Qualihj Teaching 
According to Katzenmeyer and Moller (2001) students will also benefit from 
teachers becoming actively involved in school leadership. Teachers involved in school 
decision making roles improve teaching performance, experience an increase in their 
feelings of efficacy, influence other teachers, and increase accountability for results 
(Katzenrneyer & Moller, 2001). Wnen teachers immerse themselves in leadership, they 
on current practices, learn new and effective strategies/ and read and reflect on 
the current educational research and become more accountable for all students' learring 
(Darling-Hamm.ond, 1993). Teacher leadership, when combined with strong 
administrative leadership, is also an important element for school huprovement and 
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success of initiatives to occur because it increases likelihood substantive 
will occur (Sparks, 2002). 
Results numerous st-udies reveal that the most remarkable factor that will 
impact student achievement is an individual teacher (Haycock, 1998; Marzano, 2003; 
Sanders & Horn, 1994; Wright et al., 1997). Wright et al. (1997) noted: 
The immediate and clear implication of this finding is that seemingly more can 
be done to improve education by improving the effectiveness of the teachers than 
by any other single factor. Effective teachers appear to be effective with students 
of all achievement levels. (p. 63) 
Haycock (1998) found that students with a highly effective teacher gained 
53 percentile points, while students with a least effective teacher gained 14 percentile 
points over one year.· "When looking at these gains over a 3-year cumulative period, 
Marzano (2003) found sh1dents with a least effective teacher gained 29 percentile points 
whereas students with a most effective teacher gained 83 percentile points. 
Commenting on this discrepancy of these 54 percentile points, Haycock (1998) noted: 
Differences of this magnitude - 50 percentile points - are stunning. As all of us 
know only too well, they can represent t."le differences between a 'remedial' label 
and placement in the 'accelerated' or even 'gifted' track. And the difference 
behveen entry into a selective college and a lifet:L.--ne at McDonald's. (p. 4) 
Researchers have identified a number of variables, rangh'l.g from 3 to 150, which 
correlate with teacher effectiveness (Brophy, 1996; Fraser, Walberg, VVelch, & Hattie, 
1987; Marzano, 2003). 1\1axzano (2003) identi.Jied three teacher-level factors that 
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correlate with teacher effectiveness were drmvn his research collapsL'l.g 
variables from other researchers. The factors were identi.Jied as "'instructional strategies; 
classroom n1anagement, classroom curricu1um design" (p. 76). Marzano (2003) 
suggests that these factors can be discussed in isolation, but cannot be implemented in 
isolation. 
Teachers must know or develop research-based, effective instruction to frame the 
design and execution of their lessons (Marzano, 2003). Hattie (as cited in Marzano, 2003) 
identified instructional strategies with a signHicant effect size and percentile gains as: 
"individualization, simulation and games, computer-assisted instruction, tutoring, 
learning hierarchies, mastery learning, homework, and instructional media" (p. 79). 
Marzano's (2003) research also idenmied categories of instructional strategies that affect 
student achievement ·as meq.sured by effect sizes and percentile gains. These 
instructional strategies were: "identifying similarities and dHferences; summarizing and 
note taking; reinforcing effort and providing recognition; homework and practice; 
nonlinguistic representations; cooperative learning; setting objectives and providing 
feedback; generating and testing hypotheses; and questions, cues, and advance 
organizers" (Marzano, 2003, p. 80). 
Weiss and Pasley (2004) advocate for high quality instruction that emphasizes 
need for relevant and developmentally appropriate learning goals; in.stTuctional 
strategies that engage students in tlte content, an envirm1ment that is both supportive 
and challengL'lg, and effective questioning strategies. Lake et (1999) found the role of 
the teacher in ac..'-lieving schools as one who takes "responsibilit'f both for adapting 
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teaching to ne·w strategies, and for coord:h'l.ating listening to, and making . 
demands of, oth.er teachers" (p. 19). 
Teachers must take account a 
to determine what content is to be taught, how it is to be taught, and what resources 
they will use to engage students with the content (Weiss & Pasley, 2004). 
Understanding insh·uctional influences is an antecedent if the goal is to impact 
curriculum and instruction (Guskey, 2003; \!Veiss & Pasley, 2004). Educators have 
discovered how to demonstrate remarkable improvement in student achievement by 
increasing teac..her learning through professional development Killion's (1999) research 
confirms that "teacher knowledge, skill, and collaboration contribute to improved 
instruction and student achievement'' (p. 78). 
Summary 
The literature reviewed in Chapter 2 summarized the work of many researchers 
of professional development. Historically, professional development models have not 
been found to be successful in changing teacher behavior in the classroom, which is 
critical in impact'L.Dg student achievement Recent research documents the nnpact of 
learning comn:mnities, leadership, data-driven decisions, and quality teachers in the 
classroom as powerful components of a professional development program, wrrich will 
iinpact student achievement. 
Chapter 3 describes the research design of the survey 
used to gather and analyze data for this study. 
procedures that were 
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Chapter 3 
Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to determ.Ln.e the value of Classroom Goals Team 
Project (CGTP) to improve instructional practices, as measured by the perceptions of 
elementary teachers as they related to CGTP. This study provided L."'lformation about 
whether resources allocated to CGTP, such as built in contr~ctual time for u·aining and 
meetings, professional dialogue, follow-up, and implementation, impacted teachers' 
perceptions of improved instructional practices. The study provided information that 
was used to assist school district personnel in maximizing the effectiveness of 
professional development practices and identify themes that emerge from teachers 
about the CGTP. 
In this study, the CGTP was utilized as a professional development program to 
bring about i..T..provements in teaching and learning in an effort to positively impact 
student achievement The over-riding question addressed by this study is: "Did the 
Classroom Goals Team Project, as a professional development model, positively impact 
instructional practices as measured by elementary teachers' perceptions and responses?" 
Research Design 
An on-line survey was used to explore the perception of elementary level 
teachers and certified professional staff towards CGTP as a professional development 
model to improve instructional practices. 
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Participants 
The participants included 335 Pre-K- 6th_ grade certified teachers and specialists 
who participated CGTPin 2003-04 school a suburban district 
consisting of 12 elementary school buildii1gs in Nebraska. Eleven percent wexe m..ale 
and 89% were female. 
Respondents represented a range of experience fr_o:g1._first year to over 31 years in 
t._t,_e field of education. Eighty-eight professionals included in the sample had between 0 
and 5 years of experience; 61 had between 6 to 10 years; 29 had between 11 to 15 years; 
40 had between 16 to 20 years; 52 had between 21 to 25 years; 41 had between 26 to 30 
years; and 24 had over 31 years of experience. Fifty-eight professionals had an 
education level of BA (Bachelor of Arts/Science); 39 had a BA +30 hours; 150 had a BA 
+36 hours or Masters; 41had !21 Masters + 18 hours; 45 had a Masters + 36 or Specialist 
Degree; and 2 had a Ph.D. or Ed. D. 
Respondents were assigned to pre kindergarten through sixth grade. When 
responding to their current assignment, 131 were pre kindergarten through third grade; 
84 were fourth through sixth grade; 93 were kindergarten Lhrough sixth grade; 21 were 
pre kindergarten through sixth grade; and 6 did not respond to the question. 
Respondents represented a range of professional assigtlllents. Two hundTed 
fourteen were classroom teachers; six art teachers; music teachers; r.vo band 
instructors; 10 physical education teachers; media specialists; 34 special education 
teachers; three school psychologists; 10 speech pathologists; 10 guidance counselors; six 
High Ability Leamer Facilitators; 13 reading specialists/Title I/ reading 
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consultants; and nine principals. Two thirty-four respondents had previous 
study tearn experience, 100 did not, with one person not responding. 
Collection Procedures 
Permission to survey the district professionals was obtained from the district's 
Superintendent of Schools and Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction. 
Authorization for the research was sought and obtained from the Institutional Review 
Board in March of 2004 (see Appendix A). The on-line survey included a cover letter 
describi.."'l.g the purpose of the survey, support from the Superintendent of Schools and 
the Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction, and directions for on-line 
completion and submission was sent via email (see Appendix B). Each building 
administrator also distributed a paper copy of the cover letter with the on-line link 
address. 
In order to facilitate a favorable response rate to the survey, a two-step process 
was used to collect data. The survey cover letter and instructions for on-line submission 
were distributed via a paper copy by each building administrator and via school email 
wiLh an electronic link to the survey site. Teachers were provided with time during a 
professional development day to complete the survey on-line, so completion could occur 
during the respondents' contractual workday. Respondent's identification information 
was not maLY1tained as to w..sure confidentiality. 
Three hundred eight-y-four surveys "Nere distributed and 335 were returned for a 
return rate of 87%. The numbers of respondents who participated and return rate by 
school are listed h< Table 1. 
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Table 1 
Respondents and Rerum Rates by Building 
\ School Frequency Return Rate 
I SchoolA 15 94% 
i 
i School B 36 97% 
J School C I 25 93% I I 
School D t 30 88% 
School E 24 80% 1 
SchoolF 30 84% I 
School G 30 81% I 
, SchoolH I 37 100% I I 
School I 14 78% 
SchoolJ 32 94% I 
-
SchoolK 31 97% 
School L 31 100% J 
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The re·view of literature identified several surveys, used in previous research 
studies, to evaluate professional development programs 
2002; Supovitz, 2002; Weathersby & Harkreader, 1999.: Wong, 2003). Research studies 
aligned to tllis study were reviewed and questions modified from the following sources. 
A summary of a research study conducted by LaiJ.ger, Colton, <:lnd Goff, as cited 
in Langer and Colton (2002), at an Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development (ASCD) Conference, entitled Mining the Gold of Student Work: 
Collaborative Analysis of Student Learning, provided a summary of study group 
questions that were modified for the survey for this study. Wong (2003) identified six 
factors for successful professional development. Further survey questions were 
developed around tl1e six f~ctors for successful professional development. Weathersby 
and Harkreader (1999) used a survey instrument to collect statistical data as a 
component of a mixed method research study to study the connection between 
professional development and student achievement in Georgia. The themes from this 
survey were reviewed for the purpose of survey. Supovitz (2002) conducted a 
year research study to evaluate teacher corrL.111unities using a survey developed by the 
Consortium for Policy Research in Education (CPRE). Stuvey items for the current 
research were modified from original CPRE survey items. Jonathan Supovitz 
on December 7, 2003 granted approval for modifications of .b.is survey 
study. 
the use in this 
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The frnal source for development of survey questions was the "District 
Professional Development Co:rnrrdttee" from which the Classroom Goals T earns Project 
evolved. Tl-'Js committee identified factors to be evaluated regarding CGTP. This 
research project was one component of the CGTP evaluation system. Observations of 
strategy implementation, feedback observations, collection and analysis of classroom 
goals team graphs and forms, and rnterviews were the other_ components of the 
evaluation system that were conducted outside of this study. 
The Classroom Goals Team Survey (CGTS) was designed usrng a 4-pornt Likert 
scale, rangillg from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 4 (Strongly Agree). A 4-point Likert scale, 
without a middle score, was intentionally utilized to force a positive or negative 
response to each item. Individual respondent scores of a 1 Strongly Disagree or 2 
Disagree would be considere~ a negative response, while a 3 Agree or 4 Strongly Agree 
would be considered a positive response. While analyzing group mean scores, scores of 
2.5 or above are considered a positive response, while scores 2.49 or below are 
considered a negative response. 
These survey items represent the 5 themes of the CGTP. These constructs are: 
learning communities/ collaborative teams; quality teachers/instructional practices, 
administrative leadership, data driven decision making, and equity. Demographic 
information collected included: years of career experience, building, level of 
education/ degree, area of teaching/ specialt'f areas, gender, current grade level teaching 
(primary vs. i..ntermediate), and previous study team experience. 
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Content content validity was based upon tvvo sources. first was 
a review of the literature on the topics of professional development, collaborative temns, 
and instructional practices. Secondly, a peer review panel, which included members of 
the District's Central Staff, professionals involved in t.'le 2002-03 program, 
and the Disb:ict' s Professional Development Committee who were currently involved in 
the CGTP, conducted a validit>; review. The panel assisted in ensuring the content 
validity by rating tl1e appropriateness of each item in assessing the identified constructs 
by themes (1 =Not Appropriate. 2= Marginally Appropriate, and 3 =Appropriate) and 
the clarity of each question (1 =Not Clear, 2 =Marginally Clear, 3= Clear). Appropriate 
adjustments, based on feedback, were made to the instrument. A pilot study was 
conducted in April2004 to test the survey instrument. 
Conduchng a pilot study in April2004 did further validation of the instrument. 
A draft survey was sent to 25 staff from the district who have previously been involved 
in study teams, 2002-03 pilot CGTP members, District Central Office Staff; District Cadre 
Associates, college doctoral committee members, and the District Professional 
Development Corrunittee members who are currently involved in the CGTP. To ensure 
tech...~ological concerns were adequately addressed, these individuals accessed the web-
and completed the survey on-lbe. They provided feedback regarding on-line 
mstructions, ease of use, ti.me needed for completion, and any technological difficulties 
encountered. 
Reliabilitlj. For purpose o£ study, the reliabilit>;; coefficient was estimated 
usffip- Cronbach' s aloha. Cronbach' s alpha estimates the internal consistency of the 0 ~ ~ 
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responses to the iterr..s is considered a conservath,-e measure reliabilir;. 
The range for Cronbac...'-t' s alpha is 0 to 1.0 an alpha of 0.70 considered to be 
internally consistent & Jolley, 1996). The reliabili"Dj for each construct on 
CGTS ranged from a low of 0.8382 (equity /high expectations for all) to a high of 0.9312 
(data driven decision making). The reliability coefficients of the CGTS for each construct 
are: leadership (0.92); equity (0.84); quality teaching (0.93);-d_ata driven decision making 
(0.93); and learning community (0.92). 
Variables 
This study i.."'lcluded six independent and five dependent variables. Descriptions 
of each follow. 
Independent variables. The independent variables for this study were defined as: 
1. grade level taught (Pre-k- 3rct, 4th - 6th, K-6th, Pre- k- 6th) 
2. educational level (as identified on district salary schedule- BA, BA +18, BA 
+36/MA, MA + 18, MA +36/SPEC, PhD/EdD) 
3. gender (male or female) 
4. area/ content taught (classroom teacher or specialist) 
5. building of employment (building name) 
6. previous experience on study tear.as (yes or no) 
Dependent variables. five dependent variables for this study were defined as 
mean scores of the five constructs: learning commurdty/ collaborative teams/ quality 
teaching/instructional practices, leadersrdp (administrative), data driven decision 
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making (data guides h"11provement in student achievement for intended goal), and 
equity (high expectatior1s for all- student achievement). 
Research Questions 
The follow...ng r.oc"Y:>'I'<' 
this study: 
questions ~were used to guide quantitative piece for 
1. V.lhat are teachers' perceptions of the Classro:om Goals Team Pmject as a 
professional development model? 
2. Does grade level/ area of concentration taught (primary, intermediate, 
specialist) impact teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals Team Project, 
as a professional development model? 
3. Does educational level impact teachers' perception of the Classroom Goals 
Team Project, as a professional development model? 
4. Does gender impact teachers' perception of the Classroom Goals T earn 
Project, as a professional development model? 
5. Does area/ content taught impact teachers' perception of Lhe Classroom 
Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
6. Does building of employment impact teachers' perception of the Classroom 
Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
7. Does previous experience with study teams impact teachers' perception of 
the Classroom Goals Team Project; as a professional development model? 
8. Is there a relationship among teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals 
Team Project across the five constructs CGTS? 
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Analysis 
Research question 1 was analyzed using descriptive statistics with means atid 
standard deviatior..s. Research questions 2, 5, 6 were analyzed using one-way 
analyses of variance (ANOVA). The one-way ANOVA was used to examine tl1e 
differences between more than rwo groups (independent variables) on a dependent 
variable. Research questions 4 and 7 were analyzed usingjndependent t-tests. Research 
question 8 was analyzed using ilie Pearson product moment correlation coefficient. 
Because multiple statistical tests were conducted, a .01level of significance was 
employed to control for Type I errors. 
Mean Substitution Process 
A mean substitution process was used to compute ilie mean scores on ilie 
subscales when iliere w~re missing or i.11complete data. This research project was one 
! 
component of the District's Comprehensive Professional Development Evaluation Plan. 
The results of the CGTS are reported in Cnapter 4. 
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Chapter 4 
Results 
The purpose of this study was to deterrn.h1e value of t._"l,_e Classroom Goals 
Team Project (CGTP) to improve instructional practices, as measured by elementary 
teachers' perceptions using a quantitative measure of results. An on-line survey was 
used to collect data. 
A survey was sent to 384 Pre-K- 6-t.~ grade certified teachers and specialists who 
participated in the CGTP in the 2003-04 school year from a suburban district consisting 
of 12 elementary school buildings ill Nebraska. 
In the survey, specific areas Vl[ere identified as constructs through an analysis of 
past research and related literature. These constructs were identified as: learning 
community/ collaboratiye teams, quality teaching/ instructional practices, leadership 
(administrative), data driven decision making (data guides improvement in student 
achievement for intended goal), and equity (high expectations for all- student 
achievement). Survey items related to each of the constructs were designed using a 4-
point Likert scale with the following choices: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = 
agree, and 4 = strongly agree. A 4-point Likert scale, without a middle score, was 
intentionally utilized to force a positive or negative response to each item. Individual 
respondent scores of a 1 Strongly Disagree or 2 Disagree were considered a negative 
response, while a 3 Agree or 4 Strongly Agree vvere considered a positive response. 
While analyzing group mean scores, scores of 2.5 or above were considered a positive 
response/ while scores 2.4:9 or below were considered a negative response. 
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the purpose of statistical analysis, means were computed for each of 
constructs. Means were computed from useable responses, and the mean substitution 
process was for 
complete all survey ite:rns. 
Research Question 1 
purpose of us1.'lg a respondent's score if he/ she did not 
What are teachers' perceptions of the Classroom GQals Team Project as a 
professional development model? 
The mean scores for the five constructs were as follows: leadership (M = 3.21, 
SD = 0.66); quality teaching/instructional practices (M = 3.28, SD = 0.57); equity 
(M = 3.65, SD = 0.42); data driven decision making (M = 3.16; SD = 0.57); and learning 
community/ collaborative teams.(M = 3.57; SD = 0.50). 
The means for individual items ranged from a low of 2.94 on an item in the 
leadership construct (My principal talks with me about ways to improve my classroom 
goal.) to a high of 3.75 on an item in the equity construct (I set high standards for myself 
toward improving student achievement.). Table 2 presents t..he means and standard 
deviations of each individual item and t.~e means and standard deviations for each of 
the five constructs for the survey. 
Research Question 2 
Does grade level/ area of concentration taught (primary, intermediate, specialist) 
impact teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals Team Project, as a professional 
development model? 
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Table 2 
Descriptive St-atistics Re-ported for All I terns 
Construct 1- Leadership Items 
My pri..11.dpal offers me feedback on my classroom 
1 1 goa s. 
My principal talks with me about ways to improve my 
classroom goal. 
My principal has observed my classroom goal team 
meetings. 
My principal inquires about the success I've had 
I 
1 towards 1mprovmg students learnmg w1th my 
1 1 i c assroom goa .
! My principal inquires about or comments on 
I instructional strategies stated in my classroom goal 
after observing in my classroom. 
The principal in this school sh·ongly supports the 
classroom goal team model. 
Construct 2- Quality Teaching Items 
1 Teachers in this school use classroom goal team 
meetings to assist with planning instruction. 
I have gained instructiomil fusight due to participation 
in classroom goal team meetings. 
I have added new (or re-introduced old) instructional 
strategies since participating in classroom goal team 
1 meetings. 
I I am able to analyze students' strengths and 
1 weaknesses using student assessment data I have 
collected for m classroom aoal teams. 
I have it'llplemented the instructional strategies 
I identified at my classroom goal team meetings. 
I
I I have had more conversations with colleagues about 
what helps st11dents lea."'fl and to assess student 
1 learning since participating in my classroom goal team 
I • ! meetings. 
j Participating in classroom goal team meetings 
increased the frequency that I identify and implement 
intervention strategies for students vvho are not 
meeting the target goal. 
The classroom goal team project improved my 
students' achievement. 
I 
. -I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 
I 
IVIean SD 
0.83 
I I 
2.94 I 0.84 l 
i 
I i 3.52 I 0.66 
I I 
3.09 I 
I 
0.84 I 
: 
3.02 0.85 
3.58 0.63 
I 
lviean SD 
3.33 0.61 I 
3.26 I~ 
i 
3.34 I 0.69 
I 
I 
3.37 0.66 I 
l 
I 
_j 
3~47 ·~ 3.30 2 
I 
I 
_J 
3.08 0.80 I 
I 
l 
'=<,'~"' 
......... .LO 0.74 
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Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics Reported for All Items (continued) 
Construct 3- Equiry Items 
I share in the responsibilit-y for improving student 
achievement in our school. 
i I set high standards for myself toward improving 
I student achievement 
, I am eager to try new ideas I learned through my 
I 
classroom goal team meefillgs to improve student 
achievement. 
I Teachers in our school feel responsible for insuring 
that all students learn. 
It is important for my students that I achieve my 
classroom oal. 
Construct 4- Data Driven Items 
Mean 
3.66 
3.75 I 0.48 I 
3.64 0.59 
3.67 0.51 
3.56 0.59 
Mean SD 
3.02 0.71 Participati.n.g in classroom goal team meetings has 
increased the frequency that I use student achievement 
data to Ian for instruction. ~~~~--------------------------------------+-----------~---------~ 
Analvzing student assessment data for classroom goal I 3.22 0 ::_j 
J 
1 team meetings heles me set a learning goal. 
/ The student performance graph tells me about the 
1 success of the instructional strategies I use. 
Student assessment data collected in preparation for 
classroom goal team meetings helps me understand 
my students' learning needs. 
Instructional strategies I learned at classroom goal 
team meetings will help me irrtprove student 
achievement. 
Student achievement will be positively impacted as a 
result of my participation in classroom goal team 
1 
meetings. 
J Classroom goal teams are an important component of 
I the school improvement process in our school. 
1 Progress noted on my student performance graph has 
I • • ~ 
1 caused mew unprov'- assessment pra .... tices. ~ 1 a ~ 
I Construct 5- Learning Communit'"j Items 
I Teachers in this school interact with the members of 
i 
' their classroom oal tearrts in a vrofessional manner. 
I My classroom goal team works collaboratively. 
3.19 0.69 I 
I 
3.22 0.63 
I 
I 
3.25 0.66 i 
I 
I 
I 
3.20 I 0.69 I 
I I 
3.17 0.73 I 
I 
I 
3.01 0 ;-;,;; I .I~ I 
I 
Mean SD 
3.69 
3.70 0.53 
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2 
Descriptive Statistics Reported for All Items 
,---------,-----~--,--------------------~------~---,----------------------
The members of team offer useful 3.60 
I instructional strategies. 
Each teacher is a contributing member of my 
classroom o.:;J team. 
I have xecehred meaningful feedback from my 
classroom_ g-ool team members. 
Our classroom oal team meetino-s are roduci.ive. 
I have received useful instructional strategies from my 
classroom oal tea..'U members. 
3.57 
3.54 
3.43 
3.44 
0.63----j 
I 
0.65 j 
0.64 
0.70 
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There ·were no differences across level/ area concentration 
taught (primary, intermediate/ specialist) in the area of leadership, f(2, 
p = .253; quality F(2, 320) = 1.62, p = .200; equity, f(2, 
decision making, f(2, 315) = 0.126, p = .882; and leaxning 
2.16, p == .117. Means and standard deviations for primary, interr.Hediate/ 
for each construct are listed i.11 Table 3. 
Research Question 3 
specialist 
Does educational level impact teachers' perceptions of the Classroom Goals 
Team Project, as a professional development model? 
There were no significant differences across educational level in the area of 
leadership, F(5, 324) = 1.11, p = .357; quality teaching, F(5, 323) = 0.215, p = .956; equity/ 
F(5, 320) = 1.006, p = .414; data driven decision making, f(S, 320) = 1.006, p = .414; and 
learning community/ F(5, 317) = 1.78, p = .113. Means and standard deviations for 
education levels for each construct are listed in Table 4. 
Research Question 4 
7 
Does gender impact teachers' perception of the Classroom Goals 
a professional development model? 
Project, as 
There were no significant differences betvveen males and females iil the 
construct of t(326) = 1.90, p = .058; teaching, p= 
equity, t(322) = -0.54, p = .589; data driven decision making, t(320) = 0.39, p = .699; and 
learning comrnunil.y, t(319) = 0.62, p = .537. Means and sta.""ldard deviations males 
females each construct are listed in Table 5. 
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3 
lvieans Standard 
Grade Le-vel/Area 
j Grade Level/ Area of Concentnrtion 
Leadership Construct 
Primal' (n=129) 
Intermediate (n=82) 
Construct 
\ 
Specialist (n=113) 
Eauity Construct 
Primary (n=128) 
Intermediate (n=81) 
. Specialist (n=111) 
I Data Driven Decision Making Construct 
I Primar n=127\ I y ( , 
: Specialist (n=111) 
! Learnin~ Comrrn.L....U 
Intermediate (n=80) 
Specialist (n=111) 
Mean SD 
3.14 0.61 
3.26 0.70 
3.26 0.68 
3.34 0.50 
3 ?9 0 61 
' ·- ' I I 3.21 ! 0.61 I i I I 
3.67 0.38 
3.67 0.51 
3.63 0.41 
I 
3.18 0.56 
3.16 0.59 
3.14 0.57 
3.58 0.47 
3.64 0.52 
3.49 0.52 
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Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations for Five Constructs 
Education Level 
Mean 
1 
_ Leadership Construct 
I BA + 18 (n=36) 
BA (n=o6) 3.31 
3.14 
I BA +36/MA (n=150) 
I MA + 18 (n=41) 3.25 
I MA +36/SPEC (n=45) 
I PhD/EdD (n=2) 
3.45 
2.92 
Quali 
BA (n=56) 3.27 
BA +18 (n=36) 3.23 
SD 
0.65 
0.52 
0.67 
0.63 
0.71 
1.53 
0.56 
0.45 
I 
-! 
I 
! 
BA +36/MA (n=150) 3.29 0.63 
MA + 18 (n=41) 3.29 0.49 ! 
-~ MA +36/SPEC (n=44) 3.32 0.55 : 
,iP_h~D~/~E~d_D~(n_=~2)~--------~-------4----3_.5_6 __ ~ ____ 0~.6 __ 2 I 
r- --------j 
I ~qmty ! i 
-t--BA (n=56) 3.58 I 0.52 ! i I 
BA + 18 (n-36) I 3.63 I 
~ 0.41 I 
BA +36/MA (n=147) 3.65 I 0.41 I I 
E 
MA + 18 (n=41) 3.74 I 0.36 I 
MA +36/SPEC (n=44 I 3.69 l 0.35 I i I PhD/EdD (n=2) 4.00 I 0.00 
Data Driven Decision Making I l i 
I BA (n=55) 3.25 0.51 l 
l BA + 18 {n=36) 3.10 0.52 I 
I BA +36/MA (n=146) I 3.13 I 0.60 
I 3.10 I 0.57 I I MA + 18 (n=41) 
MA +36/SPEC (n=44) I 3G23 I 0.58 1 
PhD /EdD (n=2) ! 3.38 0.71 I 
Lear11i.11g Corrununity I 
I 3.66 0.45 3.44 0.54 ! 
BA (n=55) 
BA + 18 (n=36) 
BA +36/MA (n=145) 3.60 0.49 
MA + 18 (n=41) 3.42 0~54 
MA +36/SPEC (n=4LJ,) 3.57 0.49 
PhD/Edu (n=2) 3.86 0.20 
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Table 5 
"lvleans 5 tandard Deviations for Five Constructs 
Gender Mean SD 
L d '· r .._ ea ersnrp .._onsrruct i i I 
Male (n=36) ! 3.40 I 0.66 
Female (n=292) 3.18 0.65 ! 
Quality Teaching Construct ' - : 
I Male (n=36) 3.25 0.63 
Female (n=291) i 3.29 I 0.56 
I Equity Construct 
Male (n=35) 3.62 0.60 
Female (n=289) 3.66 0.40 
Data Driven Decision Making Construct 
Male (n=34) 3.20 0.54 
Female (n=288) 3.16 0.58 
' 
Learning Conummity 
I Male (n=34) •., 3.62 0.49 I 
Female (n=287) I 3.56 0.50 
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area/ content taught impact teachers' perception.s of the Classroom Goals 
were no significant across area/ content area 
leadership, F(12,316) = 1.48, p = .130 and equity, F(12, 312) = 1.07, p = .387. Means and 
standard deviations for the constructs of leadership and ~quit-; are listed in Table 6. 
There wexe significant differences across area/ content taught the area of 
quality teaching, F(12, 315) = 3.80, p < .0005. Follow-up Tttkey pairwise comparison tests 
using a .05 familywise alpha level mdicated that the mean scores for classroom teachers 
were significantly greater than for the music teachers and special education teachers. 
Mean scores for the principals were sig-rJficantly greater than the mean scores for music 
teachers, band instructors, and speech pathologists in the constructs of quality teaching 
(see Table 7). 
There were significant differences between area/ content taught in the area of 
data driven decision making, F(12, 310) = 3.04, p < .0005. Follow-up Tukey painvise 
comparison tests using a .05 farnilywise alpha indicated the mean scores for 
principals were significantly greater than the mean scores for the music teachers, band 
u.ucv"'"'"'' and speech pathologists n1. the consb:uct of data driven decision making 
were significant differences betvveen area/ content taught in area of 
learning corn.m:LL.'l.it"f, 309) = p < .0005. Follow-up Tukey pairwise comparison 
tests a.05 alpha the mean scores for classroom 
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6 
Standard Deviations for 
./ 
of Concentration for Lec.dership and 
Constructs 
i\rea Taught/ Area of Concenh~atiort I Jvleru"'1 SD f-----L-e--"a'-d-'te'-r-shi-~-c-o_n_s_b:_"u_c_t ____ t ______ -+---------i 
Classroom Teacher. (n=211) 3.20 0.65 
, Art Teacher (n=6) 3.42 0.53 
~r-~_u_s_ic_T_ea_cn_"_te_r_(~,n~=_1_0L) _________ ~ ____ 3_.1_7 ____ ~---0_.d_~1 __ __j 
Band Instructor (n=2) 2.83 1.18 I 
1 I edm ,pecra 1s n=~ 
I Special Education Teacher (n=32) 
School Psychologist (n=3) 
Speech Pathologist (n=10) 
Guidance Counselor (n=10) 
HAL (n=6) 
Reading Specialist/Title I/Reading 
I Consultant (n=13) 
i Princi£al (n=6) 
I Equity Construct 
I Classroom Teacher (n=210) 
, Art Teacher (n=6) 
I Music Teacher (n=10) 
I Band Instructor (n=2) 
1 Phvsical Educati~n T~acher (n=10) 
Special Education Teacher (n=32) 
School Psvcholo ist (n=3) 
j Speech Pathologist (n=lO) 
j HAL (n=6) 
Guidance Coumelor (n-10) 
i Reading Specialist/Title I/Readh'-g 
I Comultant {n=13) 
J Principal (n=6) 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~ 
' 
.J I I 
2.92 I 0.71 I I 
3.62 I 0.40 
3.22 I 0.51 
3.27 I 0.81 I 
3.33 I 1.07 
3.24 I 0.57 
3.83 ! 0.21 I I 
3.70 0.41 
3.73 0.39 
3.50 0.43 
3.70 0.14 
3.60 0.35 
3.62 0.38 
3.49 0.46 
3.53 0.12 
3.56 0.61 
3.48 0.44 
3.80 0.20 
3.63 0.43 
3.81 0.32 
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7 
lv1eans Deviations for Qualiilj Data Decision Making/ 
Learning 
Area Taught/ Area of Concentration SD 
Quality Consh·uct 
3.37 l"""f) .0.:. 
! 3.21 0.54 I 
j Classroom Teacher (n=210) 
I Art Teacher (n=6) 
1 Music Teacher (n-10) I 2 ,,., - .J;) 0.56 
Band Instructor (n=2) I 2.21 I 0.11 
Physic:al Education Teacher (n=10) ! 3.31 I 0.25 
3.21 I 0.36 f Media Svecialist (n=10) 
3.02 0.63 1 Special Education Teacher (n=32) 
i School Psychologist (n=3) i 3.50 ; 0.25 I 
Speech Pathologist (n=10) I 2.79 0.66 i 
Guidance Counselor (n=10) 3.23 0.43 I 
HAL (n=6) 3.25 1.16 I 1 Readin S ecialist Title I Read:in 3.37 0.63 
I 
gp I I g I 
Consultant (n:=13) j 
j i-P_x_'i.Tl_c_ip.._a_l___,_(n_=_6_,__) -----:----------+---3_.7_3 __ _j_ ____ 0_.44 ____ 1 
I Data Driven Decision Making Consh·uct 1 __jl i Classroom Teacher (n=207) 3.22 0.55 
I Art Teacher (n=6) 2.90 0.33 
' 
1 Music Teacher (n=10) 2.76 0.74 I Band L"'lstructor (n=2) 
i Phvsical Education Teacher (n=10) 
I Media Specialist (n=10) 
I ~ecial Education Teacher 
I School Psychologist (n=3) 
(n=31) 
I Soeech Patholocist (n==10) 
I 
-1 Gmdance Counselor (n-10) 
i HAL (n=S) 
Reading Specialist/Title I/Readi.."'l.g 
Consultant (n=13) 
Principal (n=6) 
Learrlli1.g Community Construct 
Classroom Teacher (n=206) 
Art Teacher (n=6) 
Music Teac...'l-ter (n=10) 
Band Instructor (n=2) 
Phvsical Education Teacher (n=10) 
2.00 0.53 
3.23 0.42 
.....__ 
3.19 ' 0.48 ' ! 
2.98 I 0.51 
3.33 I 0.19 
2.71 i 0.79 I 
,., 
"' o.1o n 0.5o 
3.53 0.30 
3.17 0.68 
3.72 0.39 
3.66 0.45 
3.52 0.64 
3.03 0.62 
2.36 0.71 
3.56 0.43 
I 
I 
----' I 
I 
I 
J 
I 
I 
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Table 7 
and Standard Deviations for Quality Teaching~ 
Constructs (continued) 
!Media Specialist (n=10) 
I Special Education Teacher (n=31) 
I School Psychologist (n=3) 
I Speech Pathologist (n=10) 
I Guidance Counselor (n=10) 
1 HAL (n=S) 
Reading Specialist/Title I/Reading 
: Consultant (n=13) 
1 Principal (n=6) 
Driven Decision 
3.26 0.49 
·"""';ELl 0.'-.. L .... 0.55 
3.38 0.22 
3.24 0.52 
·. :3_..39 0.47 
3.83 0.19 
3.51 0.48 
3.83 0.41 
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teachers ~Nere E,'Teater thar1 the mec.n scores for 1-rmsic and ban.d 
:Mean scores for the High Abilit'j Learner (HAL) teachers were significantly 
mean scores for the b2.nd instructors. scores principals 
greater than tl1e mean scores for band instructors in construct 
leanlli!g community (see Table 7). 
Research Question 6 
Does building of employment impact teachers' perceptions of Lhe Classroom 
Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
There were no significant differences across buildi.."'l.g of employment in the area 
of equity, F(11, 317) = 1.33, p = .208. Means and standard deviations are listed in Table 8. 
There were significant differences across building of employment in the area of 
leaders.hip, F(11, 318) = 6.980, p < .0005. Follow-up Turkey pairwise comparison tests 
using a .05 familywise alpha level indicated Schools A B, C F, H, I, and L had 
significantly greater mean scores than School G. School I had a significantly greater 
mean score than Schools D, E, G, J, and K (see Table 9). 
There were significant differences across building of employment in the area of 
teac...'Th!g, F(11, 317) = 2.30, p = .010. Follow-up Tukey pairwise comparison tests 
using a .05 alpha level indicated a significance difference between Schools E, 
T 
J., J in the construct of quality teaching. The mean score School I was 
greater than mea..i scores of Schools JandE (see Table 9). 
There were significant differences across building of employment in the area 
decision maki.n.g, 312) = 2.61, p = .003. Although AN OVA 
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Table 8 
Employment: 1v1eans and Standard Deviations j0r 
Building of Employment Mean SD __J 
__Jgg~cyConstruct I 
~iS_c_h_o_o_l_A~(n_=_1_5~) ______________________ ~ ____ 3_.7_1 2 ____ ~--------- ~~~ 
· School B (n=26) 3.72 
School C (n=24 3.70 0.33 I 
- ... 
1 School H (n=35) 3.66 I 0.41 
School I (n==13) 3.82 I 0.29 
School J (n=30) 3.59 ! 0.38 
School K (n=30) 3.69 I 0.37 r 
School L (n=30) 3.74 I 0.60 
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Table 9 
Building of Employment: lv1eans and Standard Deviations for 
! Building of Employment 
Leadership Construct 
I School A (n=15) 
I Schnol B fn:=36) I v \ > I School C {n=24) 
i School D (n=30 
I School E (n=24) 
i School F (n=30) 
! School G (n=30) 
I School H (n:36) 
I School I (n=13) 
School J (n=31) 
-
School K ( n=30) 
School L (n=31) 
Quality Teaching Construct 
School A (n=15) 
:School B (n=36) 
School C (n=24) 
School D (n=30) 
School E {n=24) 
School F (n=30) 
School G (n=30) 
School H (n=36) 
I School I (n=13) 
I School J (n=31) 
Mea..n 
3.41 
348 
I 3.26 
3.00 
2.99-
I 3.32 
! 2.63 
3.43 
3.82 
3.01 
2.99 
3.49 
3.67 
3.39 
3.24 
! 3.25 
3.14 
3.23 
3.20 
3.19 
! 3.78 
I 3.14 
Constructs 
SD 
0.62 
' 
053 
0.::>5 
0.68 
0.80 
0.50 
0.52 I I 
0.54 ! 
I 0.29 i 
0.57 
0.62 
0.76 
0.35 
0.48 I 
0.55 I I 
0.77 I 
0.51 I 
0.51 
0.43 
0.55 
0.34 I 
0.57 I 
' -
I 
I School K (n=39_,_-) ___________ -+ ___ 3_.2_6 __ +-__ 0_.5_6 __ -1 
i School L (n=30) 3.35 
J Data Driven Decision Mak:L.> Construct 
School A (n=15) 
I School B (n=36) 
J School C (n=24) 
I School D (n=:29) 
! School E (n=23) 
School F (n=30) 
School C (n=30) 
3.41 
3.38 
3.03 
3.20 
3.04 
3.13 
3.10 
0.70 
0.49 
0.53 
-l 0.63 
0.60 l 
_j 
0.69 I 
I 
0.55 I 
lJ~:J, ~, ~3 __j 
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9 
Standard Deviations for Four Constructs 
School H (n=3o) 
School I (n=13) 
--r-
1 3.03 0.54 l 
---------1 
0.48 , 
__j 
0.46 ! 
3.47 
I School J (n=30) 2.94 
I 
! 
School K (n=30) 3.05 I 0~59 ' l 
School L (n=29) 3.38 I 0.51 l 
I 
-----; 
Learni.ng Commurdty Construct i i 
'School A (n=15) 3.84 - I 0.37 I I I School B (n=36) 3.43 0.55 
I School C (n=24) 3.58 0.51 
I School D (n=29) 3.43 0.64 
, School E (n=23) I 3.27 0.54 i I 
School F (n=30) l --3.65 I 0.43 
School G (n=30) I 3.46 0.48 
School H (n=34) 3.61 I 0.44 
School I (n=13) 3.84 ! 0.36 
School J (n=30) 3.50 0.45 
_J 
1 School K (n=30) 
··-,, 
3.74 o·..,,..., I .Jl ! 
I - ,.., 
1 School L (n-29) 3.71 0.4! 
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test pairwise tests a 
.05 familywise alpha level irtdicated no significant differences be-tween Schools in 
construct data driven decision 
were differences across building of employment in area of 
learning communities, F(11, 311) = 2.98, p = .001. Follow-up Tukey pairwise comparison 
tests using a .05 familywise alpha level indicated sign.ificant differences between Schools 
A, E, I, K and L in construct of learning community. Meru."'1 scores of Schools A, I, K 
L, and I were significantly greater than the mean score of School E (see Table 9). 
Research Question 7 
Does previous experience with study teams impact teachers' perceptions of the 
Classroom Goals Team Project, as a professional development model? 
There were no significant differences ben-veen previous experience and no 
previous experience groups i..n the constructs of leadership, t(327) = -0.24, p = .810, 
quality teaching, t(326) = -0.014, p = .909, equity, t(323) = 1.55, p = .126, data driven 
decision making, t(321) = -0.05, p = .957, ru."'1d leadership, t(320) = -0.83, p = .410. ~.,;Ieans 
and standard previous experience are listed Table 10. 
Research Question 8 
Is there a relationship teachers' perceptions ofthe Classroom Goals Team 
construct of leadersrD.p the constmcts of quality teaching, Pearson r = .462, p < 0005, 
n= Pearson r = p< n = 326; data driven decision making, 
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Table 10 
Previous Study Teatn Experience: Means Standard Deviations for Fi'ue Constructs 
l Leadership Construct 
Previous Experience Mean SD ~ 
3.20 0.68 
3.22 0.61 
1 Previous Experience (n=232) 
I No Previous Experience (n=97) 
I 
---1 
3.28 0.59 i 
! Quality Teaching Construct 
I Previous Experience (n=231) 
3.29- . 0.51 
3.68 0.42 
3.60 0.43 I 
i Previous Experience (n=229) 
I No Previous Experience (n=960) I 
I 
I 3.16 0.57 
, Data Driven Decision Making Construct I 
: Previous Experience (n=227) -
No Previous Experience (n=96) 3.17 I 0.57 I 
Learning Community Construct I 
3.55 0.51 I 
3.60 0.48 I 
Previous Experience (n=226) 
. No Previous Experience (n=96), 1 
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r = .390, p < n = , Pearson r = p< 
n= 
Construct 2 - is a significant 
between construct the constTucts l"'adershiD ~ ~ ~I r= 
.462, p < .0005, n = 329; equity, Pearson r = .555, p < .0005, n = 326; data driven decision 
making, Pearson r = .820, p < .0005, n = 324; and leaming:communit~;, Peaxson r = .600, 
p < .0005, n = 323. 
Construct 3 - Equity. There is a significant positive relationship between the 
construct of equity and the construCts of leadership, Pearson r = .415, p < .0005, n = 326; 
quality teaching, Pearson r = .555, p < .0005, n = 326; data driven decision making, 
Pearson r = .487, p < .0005, n = 324; and learning communit-y, Pearson r = .513, p < .0005, 
n = 323. 
Constntct 4 -Data Driven Decision Making. There is a significant positive 
relationship berween the construct of data dxiven decision making and the constructs of 
leadersl-Jp, Pearson r = .390, p < .0005/ n = 324; quaht'j teaching, Pearson r = .820, 
p < .0005, n = 324; equity, Pearson r = .487, p < .0005, n = 324; and learning communit:v, 
Pearson r = .514, p < .0005, n = 323. 
Constmct 5 - is a significant positive relationship 
construct consh·ucts of leadership, Pearson 
r== p< n = 323; quality Pearson r = .600, p < .000.5, n = equity, 
Pearson r = .513, p < .0005, n = 323; data driven decision making, Pearson r = .514, 
p < .0005, n = 
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5 
Discussion of Research Questions 
the Classroom Goals Project (CGTP) was as a 
professional development program to bring about improvements in teachit"'lg and 
learnbg in an effort to positively impact achieve:Ir!ent. The CGTP, a 
professional development program implemented b a suburban school district in 
Nebraska, is a continuous process where classroom teachers were asked to identify an 
area of concern within their classroom based upon student performance assessment 
data. 
The CGTP facilitated m?nthly professional dialogue by defining target classroom 
objectives and reviewing classroom teachi:D.g strategies, leading to a process of 
evaluating strengths and weaknesses of instructional strategies. Instn1ctional strategies 
and classroom activities were provided by team members to be implemented by the 
classroom teacher in an effort to reach the classroom goaL The teacher acted on t.~e plan 
for a month and returned to the team with additional student assessment data to leam 
the instructional strategies affected students' performance, and whether student 
achievement irnproved. 
five constructs a11alvzed 
~ 
survey were: learnh-..g commtL'Lity / 
collaborative tean1s, quality teaching/ instructional practices, leadership 
(adrrJnistrative), data driven decision maki.Ylg (data guides improvement in student 
for i.r1.tended goal), equity expectations for - stw.dent 
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as perceived to connected to . These constructs were 
based on the review of literature research studies previously conducted, 
as components a to 
. ' . reacmng impacting 
purpose of this stctdy was to determiile the value of the Classroom Goals 
T eru'1.1 Project to improve insh·uctional 
and specialists' perceptions. The over-riding question addressed by this study is: "Did 
Classroom Goals Team Project, as a professional development model, positively 
impact :instructional practices as measured elementary teachers' and specialists' 
perceptions and responses?" 
Major Finding of the Classroom Goals Team Project 
The major finding of the CGTP indicates the elementary staff of h'-lis district 
views t.'-le CGTP as an effective professional development model and classroom goals 
team meetings were perceived as productive by 89% of t.he staff. The mean scores for all 
five constructs ranged from a 3.21 (3=Agxee) to a very high 3.65 (4=Strongly Agree), 
once again indicating significant support the CGTP. As one staff member stated, "I 
wotlid bghly recommend to a district.. .. .It v'las a great experience! 11 
each of five constructs were 3.21 or above, the staff perceived the 
consh·uct o£ as of 
the constructs a mean score of 3. 65. perception, 
expectations for themselves for student success set bi12:h standards for myself tO""'il7ard u . 
achievement''): an item r.n.ean score of 3.75, was a resporsibility 
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exemplified" in 
improving student achievement 2003; No Child Left Behind, 
mear.s for items were mean 
score was on an item in the leadership construct talks me 
ways to irnprove my classroom goal"). This is stiJl considered a positive response and 
once agai11. demonstrates support of t..he CGTP. 
helped me to realize how much I know about instruction and student needs 
and how much I can help teachers in those areas" is a povverful statement. This 
professional was empowered to be an instructional leader within the CGTP group and 
created a sense of efficacy that is so vital (Clark & Astuto, 1994; Pedigo, 2003). Another 
staff member clarified the significance of CGTP to studer.ts by stating, "It has made me 
feel more accorrntable and has created a really professional environment with stu.dents 
at the center of what we do." One teacher summarizes feelings about t..he CGTP, 
I arn a better teacher because I was able to focus on one area that I wanted to 
improve. The suggestions from group members, the creative energy that I 
applied in concentrated effort to improve, the safe enviroru:nent that 
encouraged improvement of instructional sh·ategies and best practices have all 
me to improve in my teaching. I loved the process! 
expressed. their positive perceptions of t.~e CGTP and were looking 
process has gJ.·eat 
place next yearil would i..rldicate 
so I'm looking forv..rard to seeing 
members are not only supportive, 
to see t.~e CGTP continue il1. the 
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Related Findings 
A study was 
cmrununities are a component of establishing change increasing student 
achievement through a professional development .u.c·u'-'·"'-'-· The mean score for the 
construct of Learning Corrmmnities was 3.57. Research id'?ntified a significant positive 
relationship among all five constructs and open-ended questions regarding collaborative 
teams were very positive. 
The development of learning communities as an integral component of the CGTP 
is also rei.'lforced in literature. Learning commurities were found to be one of the most 
effective strategies to increase stU,dent achievement (Garret et al., 2004; Le~Nis et al., 2004; 
Pedigo, 2003; Schmoker, 2004; Stiggins, 1999). The CGTP revolves around the creation 
of teacher communities, which are focused on instruction, assessment, and insh·uctional 
strategies, as supported by Joyce and Showers (2002). Other researchers echo this 
premise of creath'l.g structures iil which teachers work collaboratively while reflecting on 
i.nsh·uctional sh·ategies, share strategies, and reflect on student achievement results as an 
effective professional development strategy (Dardelson, 2002; Garmston & WelLman., 
1999; Guskey, 1997; Sparks, 2002; Sparks & Hirsh, 1997). 
Staff expressed quite dearly CGTP 
"Collaboration helped m.e to grow as a professional" and "Collaboration witlt 
peers has great potential affecting instruction and learnix1.g." 
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resource we is ·1 11 • ' otrter pa1ru:s a 
the 
the 
of Learning Communities. Another significant finding relates to the 
of the learning community. Diversity of learnin.g corru;11.mities in this area is 
not related to the demographic variables, but to the compilation of members and their 
uniqueness (i.e. teacher of special education, band, or speech patlwlogists). 
Researchers argue that professional development activities for teachers must go 
beyond their classroom to be a member of the building team and the broader 
corrununity of teachers (Garmston & Wellman, 1999; Little, 1990). Sparks (2002) goes on 
to say a high-qualit<j professional development model, driven by the need 
student learning, must have as a core, learning teams whose members share the 
responsibility for the academic achievement of all students. Pullan (1995) writes that 
collaboration is essential for personal learning to occur, believing there is a in how 
an individual can learn vvork:irtg in isolation. The majority of teachers appeared to 
appreciate the diversity of their CGTP gmup and learned from people with a variety of 
of the CGTP, 
classroom goals teanlS, one thing became 
role/ teachers are working to do what is best 
It did not rn.atter if the tear_H 
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or or 
consideration, great advantage to have 
t.han different said, 
team 1,vas very diverse--L11 I was regular classroom It 
apparent, ALL educators can make a difference and can help each 
meet goals. lf 
Another aspect of diversity that was a positive experience for tsam members 
included the varyL11g ages and experience of staff members. 
The most important thing that I think has come from these meetings is the 
sharing of ideas and practices. Sit1.ce I was the 'oldster' on my team, I was 
revitalized by the youthful idealism of the youngest membeis, and I felt 
validated when I was able to offer suggestions that worked fm colleagues who 
were struggling in a particular area. 
There were no significa.."'l.t differences across area/ content taught in the area of 
leadership m"ld equity, but t.'l.ere were sigrificant differences across area/ content taught 
in the area of quality teaching. These differences can be linked to t."'1ose were not 
classroom teachers. Music teachers, special education teachers, band i.nstructors, 
speech pathologists varied :in tl1eir acceptance of CGTP. 
team knevv 
population of stu_dents that I work with [SDC]". 
specialist shared .. " the begin .. 'ling of the year I remember 1,vonderi..ng 
to me improve 
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opportlli'"lity to have (different 21b ·ades and areas of expertise) bratnstorm 
' ~ I 
T!.'leir views were very 
to honestly 
examine his/her perceptions and beliefs, and acknowledge misconceptions. 
Responses toward involvement in the CGTP indic;:ate that while some doubted 
the decision for them to involved, they decided in the end t.J:-..at it was a beneficial 
experience; ofr,ers did not. V\imle there were some differing opinions, teachers as a 
group appeared to value the diversit<; of the groups and the involvement of specialists 
in the process. 
Equity and High Expectations for All. A high expectation for ali is the construct 
with the highest mean score of 3.65. V\lhen a staff member savs, "It makes me look at 
u . • 
what I am teac.hing, why I am teaching it, and the skills I need to teach to the students 
for better tmderstanding" signifies the responsibility this staff member feels towards 
student success. CGTP has created a culhue where high expectations are expected 
and be a consistent all. Creafmg and supporting a belief in staff members 
students ca..YJ. s·u.cceed if one sets expectations and purposefully teaches to Lltose 
student achievement. safe and supportive svstem that the 
.'- .'- J 
CGTP teachers to box supported 
was supported by data. 
Lake et the teacher :in achieving schools as one 
both to the new strategies_. 
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of, teachers" 
Educators have discovered how to demonstrate remarkable 
teacher learning professional development 
1995). Si:udents can significant gains, regardless of socioeconomic background 
when exposed to high quality teachers effective :il1.structional strategies and who 
have high expectations stt1dents (Guskey, 2003; Marzano, 2003; Weiss & Pasley, 
2004). 
The CGTP ifhas made me more aware of students' progress towards an end 
result ... and made me more aware of setting a process for meeting the end goal" 
examines the thoughts of a staff in setting high expectations. Setting high expectations 
and sharing t.l-tose goals is significant. "I am verbalizing and writing down goals. I have 
always made them and worked on them but they seem more concrete because they are 
shared with my team and my prh"l.dpal" signifies the impact of keeping the goal out 
front. 
One staff member tells the story of high expectations of staff members when saying; 
I am so excited that my shidents were able to reach the high goal I set. I 
doubted the possibility of reaching my goal. But I knew it v,ras important to set 
mean score construct Quality was 
3.28, a positive outcome for construct. Teachers were wixed in responses to 
open-ended impacting instructional practices. There are three 
that emerge instructional sh'ategies, The focuses 
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on views Some valued new 
and teaching sh·ategies of peers involved; others felt they were not 
provided from team who were outside 
specialty area. The second evolved from focus on reflecti..ng on the teaching 
and learning process. theme was found in the depth or quality teaching. 
As the first theme emerged regarding acquisi~o._n of new and helpful 
instructional strategies, one member said, "It gives good directions and solid 
strategies that you may not b_ave come up with on your own." W11ile it was expressed 
by a Student Development Teacher -(SDC), "I feel that my participation in CGTP has not 
impacted my instructional practices/ teaching method. My team knew very little about 
the population of stu_ dents." .A..nother counters by stating, u Assessments in guidance are 
not overly conm1on. My teaU1 helped me come up with unique and creative ways to 
assess students as well as offei diffexent methods to target students who are struggling." 
Both are responses from specialists, someone other than a classroom teacher, but 
representing polar exh·emes. 
Research by Iv1arzano (2003) and DarlL1'lg-Harrnnond (19931 1997) identified the 
expertise of the teacher as a critical am·ibute in effecting student achievement. 
Comments from the majority of teachers that participation in CGTP improved 
instructional practices, more feedback to students and in 
connecting assessment to learni_ng. survey and teacher comments did not 
dearly indicate a betvv-een CGTP increased student achievement, research 
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,-, 
I 
are stadent 
1993, 1997; Marzarto, 2003). 
CGTP me on a daily basis act upon 
second theme of reflectL11g on process. 
statement which supports the influence of CGTP is heard in this staff member's 
statement, 11I now have a more automatic sel£-evaluat.ing systerrL work.ing with.in me at 
all times. I am constantly giv.ing myself feedback and looking at hovv I approach the 
lessons. Therefore, my .instruction continues to get better." 
The impact on the depth or quality of teach.ing is dearly stated by one staff who 
said, ~'It has helped me to focus on specifics .in my classroom .instead of surface teaching. 
I've learned it is quality not quantity." 
Instructional strategies are at center of what occurs on a minute-bv-mL_cute 
"' 
basis .in the classroom. Demographic identifiers did not significantly differ on staff 
members' perceptions of quality teach.ing/ instructional practices. One can derive that a 
support for developing and expanding instructional practices can be found in_ collegial 
teams such as those found in tl1e CGTP. 
Data Driven Decision Making. Another of this study was L"'1 the area 
driven decision making. mea_'l. score of 3.16 v,~as the lowest the five constructs, 
was still in_ 
"It's caused me to focus on both individual groun 
-' 
assessment ... giving me i:rwight to use to make decisions about classroom 
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to 
instruction. 
Responses to rnore on extensiort of 
stTategies, assess1nent strategies, than on specific 
achievement increases. "It has made me more aware of student achievement. I look at 
scores of gi'OUp and to create nevi/ ways of teaching': signified a major step 
towards connecti..ng frequent feedback assessrnent, a change in assessment practice, 
which will ultimately positively impact student achievement. 
The use of data to guide improvement in student achievement for the intended 
goal is a critical component of effective teaching. Results of numerous studies reveal that 
the most remarkable factor that impact student achievement is an individual teacher 
(Haycock, 1998; Marzano, 2003; Sanders & Hom, 1994; Wright et al., 1997). 
One staff member summarized the impact of data driven decision making on 
their st-udents when they said, "I am d:riven by the data more than my impression of 
what needs improvement. I feel less 'scattered' now that I have a focus for instruction. 11 
The benefit of data collection component of CGTP is "Having a target, then I 
if I've hit it or not!" 
perspective in data impacted students is found in 
sharing data and ln the 
incorporated my students into the st-udents feit like were a part of L~e 
process and I thirJ.;; they even to meet goal They were excited 
when tP.ev did." 
j 
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The mean score construct of leadership was 
demonstrating a strength L11 area of leadership. Leadership, defined a leadership 
assun:ted has been CGTP. 
Teachers became empowered to their own classroom as well as the classrooms of 
"Shared responsibility for leamil1.g, growing, a11.d developing the entire sd:-tool" 
demonstrates one teacher's belief in the pow ex behind the CGTP. 
Staff members clearly expressed the L'Tipact the CGTP had on leadership 
emerging from their meetings and interactions with peers. The data from this study 
supports the research of others regarding the importance of leadership in impacting 
professional development, student achievement, and change (Heck & Marcoulides, 1993; 
Spark, 2002). 
According to Kotter (1996a) when a group, instead of the leader, decides that its 
members should change their behavior, promoti..ng change can be more effective and 
successful. Developing staff; encouraging staff to emerge as a leader, is a component of 
CGTP and leadership development among staff is also a positive result of the CGTP. 
For building principal, it is important to identify change agents, invite to 
become active members in the change process, and teach them how to transfer the 
message effectively (Kotter, 1996b). 
"Becoming instructional leaders - facilitators of learning" is 
describes has occurred within this of professional development. " a part 
of inservice team, it vv-as also an opportunity 
gives to the u.se of the 
me to ... impact everyone in 
Trainer model rued developing leaders 
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a11d teachers as 
instructional leaders emerged tru:oughout comrr,ents. has helped me to realize 
I I Call. other 
in t.~ose areas'; clearlv demonstrates teacher CGTPhas 
J 
im1uenced his/her leadership. 
BTeakbg baniers m1d feeling sanctioned to ask help are clear for the person 
who said,. "I am much more apt now to ask others fm help in solving problems with 
student achievement." Creating a culture in which professionals can openly and 
honestly seek help and problem solving is a benefit of creating a professional 
development program centered on leadership, which emerges from learning 
communities. 
Implications for Practice 
The data dearly indicate that the implementation of the CGTP, as a professional 
development model, was perceived as a beneficial program within this district. Staff 
members perceived leadership, quality teaching/instructional practices, equity, data 
driven decision making, and learnbg communities/ collaborative teams as positive 
aspects of an effective professional development program. One can assume that by 
incorporafillg the components of the CGTP structure into future professioncJ 
development projects, fu.ture projects would also viewed as successful bv 
J 
A benefit of CGTP was the foundation for fundamental change in attitudes 
a.11d perceptions of v.,rhat professional and sounds like ill this 
Professional development gone a one day, :in the dark event to 
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a 
frequent feedback One open-ended on t.he 
about the 
OUt hi rr.ind?"' As one staff to 
colleagues I may not work with usually, the focus on improvement the ability to track 
progress and t.1cat of my stctdents, feeling like :in-service days have a purpose" clearly 
demonstrates a positive change :in the thinking behind professional development 
practices. 
VVhen developing a professional development program, such as CGTP, one 
should keep in mind: 
@ The success of the CGTP centers on the development of a professional 
developntent_program that revolves around the interactions of professionals 
in a study team approach and developing a learning collliilunity, for the 
purpose of impacting student achievement. 
o Maintaining the diversity of the members of learnit<g corrnnurdties is 
role of specialists may need to be adjusted, their 
Lnvolvement should not be discontinued. 
ncembers must understand and embrace the significance mah1taining 
need to have access to research-based and 
assessment strategies. 
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and the nurtu.ring of teams 
are necessary components of establishing positive team climate. 
issues such as 
previous study team experience did not perceptions the CGTP 
are not a factor for implementation. 
Implications for Research 
The results of the CGTP survey provide i.'1sight i.."'l.to an effective professional 
development program; but there continue to be questions to a.'iswer. These include: 
or 
e The role of collaborative~teams as a component of an effective professional 
development program and its relationship to improved student achievement 
is a need for future research. The next step of research should directly link 
the CGTP-prqcesswith student achievement data. 
o Further research should also be directed towards examining the relationship 
between positive team cultures with the overall perception of the CGTP. 
e Much could be gained through a more extensive study of instructional 
via the CGTP. study of specific 
teaching~ learning, and assessment strategies provide ir1sight i."lto the 
relatiortsbp of specific strategies and student achievement gains. 
o Identifying types data scored 
or peJsonal communication) that are to high achievement 
positively impact future professional development programs. 
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® 
been a cormection to use 
in decision making, there is a need research 
co11r:ects skills to student 
was the f.ust year of theCGTP. 
data to follow up on the changes that the CGTP made over time 
could provide meaningful data for ongoh1.g improvement. 
Stu.dents have had an increased opportunity to learn as a result of 
which according to Berlinder & Biddle (1997), is the single most powexful predictor of 
student achievement. Experiences and skills that a teacher brings to the classroom, 
coupled t.1.e professional learning corrununity in which he/ she teaches, determine 
th.e qualit""j of teaching that takes place in t."'l.e classroom (Marzano, 2003). Tne teachers of 
this distTict have been D:npacted through the CGTP learning community, thus impacting 
the students within their classrooms. Through the CGTP, teachers are seeing through 
new eyes, which is when cha..11ging one's perspective. 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
References 
1998). Schoolwide action research. 
Ac;aves1"' G 
- --'-' J . JL!..! • Professional development improving outcomes. 
of Professional DeDelopment 14(3), 24-27. 
Ashton, F., & Webb, R. (1986). Niaking a difference: Teache!'S'_sense of efficacy and student 
achievement. New Y ark: Longman. 
Ashton, P. T., \fiebb, R. B., & Doda, N. (1983). A study of teaclurs' sense of efficacy. 
Gainesville, FL: National Center for Research on Teacher Learning. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 231833). 
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. 
Psychological Review,84(2), 191-215. 
Bandma, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action. Engle1.vood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall. 
Bandura, A. (1989). Human agency in social cognitive theory. American Psychologist, 44, 
1175-1184. 
Bandura, A (1990). Multidimensional scales of perceived academic efficacy. CA: 
Stanford University. 
Berl:irlger, D. on 
America's schools. White Plains, New York: Longrna,CJ. Publishers USA. 
Brophy, J. E. (1996). Teaching problem students. New York: Guilford. 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Cawelti, G. student 
Educational Research Services. 
& reform: Challenge to popular 
and students. Phi Delta Kappan, 75, 513-520. 
Conzemius, A,. & O'Neill, J. (2001). Building shared responsibilihj for student leaming. 
Alexandria, i~,; ASCD. 
Cramer, G., Hurst & Wilson, C. (1996). Teacher study groups for professional 
development. Bloomington, IN: Pri Delta Kappa Educational Foundation. 
Danielson, C. (2002). Enhancing stuZlent achievement: A framework for school 
improvement. Alexandria, VA Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development. 
Darling-Hammond, (1993). Reframing the schools reform agenda: Developing 
capacity for transformation. Phi Delta Kappan, 71, 755. 
Da.rling-Harrurwnd, L. (1997). Doing what matters most: Investing in quality teaching. 
New York: National Corrurrission of Teaching & America,. s Futu.re. 
Darling-Hammond/ L (1999, Spring). Target time towards teachers. Journal of Staff 
Development, 20 (2). Retrieved February 29, 2004, from 
http://w'iv-vv.nsdc.org/library /jsd/ darl:ing202.cfm 
Dewey/ J. (1933). we Boston: C. Heatli. 
Elmore,. R. F. (2003). A plea for strong practice. Educational Leadership, 61(3), 6-10. 
Fessler, R. (1995). 
(Eds.), 
of teacher career stages. In T. Guskey & 
171-192). New 
Hubenna ... n 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Fraser, B. L ., & J. A. (1987). S:ynthesis 
research issue]. 
Educational Research, 11 (2), 145-252. 
Fullan, M. (1991). The new meaning of educational change. New York: Teachers 
College Press. 
Fullan, M. (1995). The lilrjts a.nd t_t,_e potential of professional development. T. 
Guskey & :tvL Huberman (Eds.), Professional development education (pp. 253-
267). New York: Teachers' College Press. 
Fullan, M. (2000a). The three stories of educational reform. Phi Delta 'fu1ppan, 81(8), 
581-584. 
Fullan, M. (2000b). Teacherl~adership: A failure to conceptualize. In D. R. Wall:ir,g 
(Ed.), Leadership in education (pp. 109-124). Bloomington; IN: Phi Delta Kappa 
Educational Foundation. 
Garret, M.S., Porter, A C., Desimone, L., Birman, B. F., & Yoon, K. S. (2001, WinJe:!-'). 
What makes professional development effective? Results from a national 
of teac.h.ers. American Educational Research Journal, 38(4), 915-945. 
Garmston, R. J. & B. (1999). adaptive school: A sourcebook 
Norwood, 
Gibson, S., &::: Dembro/ (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct 
Educational Psychology 76(4), 569-582. 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Guskey, T. (1987). Context affect measures of teacher efficacy. 
Guskev, T. (1995). :in education: ln search of opth"nal 
mix. In GLlskey-- & Huberman (Eds.), Prcfessional development in 
education (pp. 114-131). 1\Tew York: Teacher's College Press. 
0 
0 
Guskey, T. (1997, Spring). Research needs to link professional development and student 
learning. Journal ofStaffDevelopment 18 (2). Retrieved February 29,2004, from 
http:/ jwww.nsdc.org/library /jsd/jjsdguskhtml 
Guskey, T. (2003, June). What makes professional development effective? Phi Delta 
Kappan 84(10), 748-750. .. 
Haycock, K. (1998). Good teaching matters ... a lot. Thinking K-16, 3(2), 5-13. 
Heck; R. H., & Marcoulides, G. A. (1993, May). Principal leadership behaviors and 
school achievement NASSP Bulletin/ 77(553), 20-28. 
Hirsh, S. (2004, WiD.ter). Putting comprehensive staff development on target. ]SDI 25(1) 
12-15. 
Joyce, B., & Showers; B. (2002). Student achievement through professional 
development. (3rd Alexandria, VA: ASCD. 
sleeping Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 
action research . Victoria, Australia: 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
October). a sea on 
received model professional 
Retrieved 12, 2003, 
http:/ /w.,.Nw.wested.org/wested/pubs/ online/PDawards/PDAvJardsReportDr 
aft1299. pdf 
Kotter, J. (1996a). Leading Change. Boston: Business Press. 
Kotter, J. (1996b). Successful change and the force that drives it. Canadian Manager, 
21(3), 20-27. 
Langer, G.1v1., & Colton, A B. (2002, November). Mining the gold of student work: 
Collaborative analysis of student learning. Presented at an ASCD 
Professional Development Opporttmity, Washington, DC. 
Laine, S. (2000, November). Professional development in education and the private 
sector: Following the leaders. North Central Regional Educational Laboratory. 
Retrieved February 29, 2004, from 
http:// www.ncrel.org/ policy/ pubs/htirJ/lead/ index.htrrd 
Lake, R. J., Hill, P. T., O'Toole, L., & Celio, M. B. (1991, February). Making 
standards work: Active voices, focused learning. Seattle: W A: The 
Center for Reinvenlli<g Public Education. 
C., & J. 
Educational Leadership 64(5), 
Lieberman& 
T L. 
February). A look at lesson 
social realities of teachit<g. 
90's 
A 
Nevv 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Teachers' Press. 
J. (1990). Conditions of professional development in secondary schools. 
McLaughlin, J. & 
schools (pp. 187-223). New York: Teachers' College Press. 
Little, J. W., Gearhart, M., Curry, M., & Kafka, J. (2003, November). Looking at student 
work for teacher learning, teacher cmmnunity, a:"1d_ school reform. Phi Delta 
Kappan 85(3), 184-192. 
McLaughlin, l'vL W., & Marsh, D. (1978). Staff development and school change. 
Teacher College Record, 80, 7U.:.94. 
Marzano, R. J. (2003). What works in schools: Translating research into action. 
Alexandria, VA: ASCD. 
Mitchell, M. & Jolley, J. (1996). Course handout C3. [on-line]. Retrieved September 20, 
1999, from http:// spsp.darion.edu/F.DE3/C3JC3Handout.html 
Murphy, C. U. & Lick, D. W. (2001). T;Vhole-faculhj study groups: Creating student-
based professional development. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc. 
National Staff Development Council. NSDC Standards for staff development. Retrieved 
January 18, 2004, from http:/ fv,'vVIN.nsdc.org/ standards 
National Staff Development Council (2001). NSDC Standards for staff development 
revised. Oxford, NSCD. 
l\To Child Left Behind. Introduction: left behind. Retrieved September 26/ 2004, 
from http:/ /wvvw.e.gov /nclb/ overvieT'v/intro/index.htrrJ. 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
research: up a 
construct. Review of Educational Research, 62(3) 1 307-332. 
Pedigo, (2003). Differentiating professional principal's role. 
Westerville, OH: National Middle School Association. 
Richardson, J. (2002, September). Leave no teacher behind: Heed NCLB' s potential for 
professional learning. National Staff Development f:quncil's Results, 1. 
Sanders, W. L., & Horn, S. P. (1994). The Tennessee value-added assessment system: 
Mixed-model met.~odology in educational assessment. Journal of Personnel 
Evaluation in Education, 8, 299-311. 
Schmoker, M. (2004, February). Tipping point: From feckless reform to substantive 
Instructional improvement. Phi Delta Kappan 85(6), 424-432. 
Sparks, D. (1983). Synthesis of research on staff development for effective teaching. 
Educational Leadership 41(3), 65-72. 
Sparks, D. (1999, Spring). Assessment without victims: A.'i interview with Rick Stiggins. 
Journal of Staff Development 20(2), 54-56. 
Sparks, D. (2001, March). Advocati1'lg for powerful forms of professional development. 
Results, 1-2. 
Sparks, D. (2002). Designing powerful professional development for teachers 
Oxford, OH: National Staff Development Cou.._-rldl. 
D., & Hirsh, (1997). A new vision 
VA ASCD. 
professional development. Alexandria, 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
vrocess of 
.L 
change. Teaching 4,171-187 . 
Assessment, success. 
Delta Kappan 81(3), 191-198. 
Supovitz, J. A (20021 December). Developing colmTmnities of instmctional practice. 
Teachers College Record, 104(8), 1591-1626. 
Togneri, Vv. (2003). Beyond islands of excellence: Tl'lhat districts can do to improve 
instruction and achievement in all school- a leadership brief Alexandria, VA: ASCD. 
Weathersby/ L & Harkreader, S. (1999). Professional de1Jelopment and student 
achievement: Making the connection. US: Georgia. ED 430 918. 
Weiss, I. R., & Pasley, J.D. (February, 2004). Vv11at is high-quality instruction? 
Educational Leadership 64(5), 24-28. 
Wong, H. K. (2003, October). Collaborating with colleagues to improve student 
learning. ENC Focus Review, 8-11. from www.enc.org. 
Wood, F., & McQuarrie, F. (1999, Summer). On-the-job learning. Journ.al of Staff 
Development, 20(3). Retrieved February 2004, from 
http:/ j -vv1.vw.nscd.orgjlibrary /jsd/ wood203.cfm 
S. P.1 & Sanders, W. Teacher context 
effects on 
Personnel Evaluation Education~ 11, 57-67. 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX A 
Institutional Review Board 
Approval for Exempt Educationat Behavioral, 
Social Science and Medical Research 
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner.  Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Iv!edical Center 
NEBRASKA'S HEALTH SCIENCE CENTER 
Aprll14, 2004 
Debra Rodenburg 
58268 Kidd Road 
Glenwood, lA 51534 
!RB#: 128-04-EX 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) 
Office of Regulatory Affairs (ORA) 
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School District Teachers 
As a member of a classroom goal team, please complete tr.is on-line the 
evaluation of Classromn Goal Project. \1\f e are asking for your :in 
assessing the Classroom Goal Teams Project as we are comLrtg to the end of the fixst year of 
implementation. Mrs. Deb Rodenburg will be the principal investigator and researcher, 
but the research is being conducted for district purposes.: The results of research will 
be used to provide feedback on a major professional development project and in 
continuing to provide quality professional development prograro.s :in futu.re. Your 
submission is confidential and will not be tracked in any mmmer that identify you 
as an i.."'l.dividual. 
The link to the survey is: http:/ j co·edb.unomaha.edujlschulte/ drsurvey.htm. Please be 
sure to answer each question. DirectioD.s will be provided at the site. The survey site 
will be active from May 17 to 28. You will be provided time during your classroom goal 
team meeting today (May 17) to complete the survey on-line. We appreciate the time 
you will commit to completing t,L~e survey. 
Thank you for participating i;n this smvey and for providing valuable information the 
district will need to make future recommendations for a quality professional 
development program for t."le teachers and administrators in the Papillion-La Vista 
School District. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Harlan Metschke 
Superintendent 
Dr. Jef Johnston 
Assistant Superintendent, 
Curriculum and Instruction 
Mrs. Deb Rodenburg 
PrL."'l.cipat 
Carriage Elementary 
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Team 
Demographics: 
Gender: 
1. Jvfale 
2. 
2. Your current serve n1.ore one school, please 
which you participate frte classroom team meetings): 
1. School A 
2. School B 
3. School C 
4. School D 
5. SchooiE 
6. SchoolF 
7. SchoolG 
8. School 
9. School I 
10. SchoolJ 
11. School K 
12. School L 
3. Your years o£ ex-perience in education (i..'l.cluding years outside of PL): 
1. 0-5 years 
2. 6-10 years 
3~ 11-15 years 
4. 16-20 years 
5. 21-25 years 
6. 26-30 years 
7. 31+ years 
4. Your level Education: 
1. BA 
2. BA. +18 
3. 
4. 
6. 
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5. pre·vious collaborati ... ,le tearrt experience (stcldy-
curriculum toolbox, 2003-04 classroom goal team meetings, school L-.nprovement 
team, etc.): 
1. Yes 
2. No 
6. Your current assigrn:nent: 
1. Pre-k- 3rd 
2. 4th- 6th 
3. K-6th 
4. Pre- k - 6th 
7. Your current assignment: 
1. Classroom Teacher 
2. Art Teacher 
3. Music Teacher 
4. Band Instructor 
5. Physical Education Teacher 
6. Media Specialist 
7. Special Education Teacher 
8. School Psychologist 
9. Speech Pathologist 
10. OT/PT 
11. Guidance Counselor 
12. HAL 
13. Reading Specialist/Title I/ReadLng Consultant 
14. Assistant Principal 
15. Principal 
16. Other, please list ________ _ 
91 
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Survey 
My principal offers me feedback on my 
classroom goals. 
My principal talks with me about ways-
to improve my classroom goal. 
My principal has observed my 
classroom goal team meetings. 
I My pri.TJ.cipal inquires about the success 
I 
I've had towards improving students' 
learning with my classroom goal. 
I I My principal inquires about or. ··-
comments on hiStructional strategies 
! stated in my classroom goal after 
observing in my classroom. 
The principal in this school strongly 
1 
supports the classroom goal team 
I model. 
I 
I 
! 
! 
I 
I 
Teachers in this school use classroom 
goal team meetings to assist with 
Elarming instruction. 
I have gamed msrructional ms1ght due 
to participation in classroom goal team 
i meetings. 
i I have added new (or re-it'ltroduced old) 
I instructional sti'ategies since 
I in classroom team 
meetings. 
I am able to analyze students' strengt.hs 
and weaknesses using student 
assessment data I have collected for my 
classroom croal teams. 
I have implemented the instructional 
strategies identified at my classroom 
goal team meetings. 
I 
I 
I 
1 
' 
Then1e: i Su:rvev respondents \-vill be asked I ~ ' 
LC ·- Learning 
Commurlity j Colla bora 
tlveTeams 
I to answer these questions on a 
l 4-point Likert Scale: 
I 1 = strongly 
2 = disagree 
3 =agree 
QT -Quality Teachers/ 
Instructional Practices 1 
L -Leadership I 4 = strongly agree 
(Adnlinistrative) ' 
DD - Data Dliven ~~ 
(Data guides 
improvement in I 
stucient achievement · 
for i11tended goal) ·1 
E-Equity (B.igh . -,.-
Expectations for All-
Student Achievement) 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
QT 
QT 
QT 
QT 
QT 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
~ 
" 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 2 I 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
I 2 3 
' I 
I 
I 
' 2 3 
I I 
2 3 
'" 
:3 
2 3 
I 
I 
I 
! 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
_j 
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I I have had more conversations ·with 
/ colleagues about what students 
[learn and to assess student learning QT 1 · 
j since participating in my classroom ll,l 
! goal team meeti..ngs. 
~----------~----------------+---------------c-----~. 
! Participating in classroom goal team 
2 
! increased the frequency that I 
I 
I identify and implement intervention 
-'- . . f tud <~ h '-1 suategres .._or s em . , w o are noc 
I meeting the target goal. 
QT 2 
I The classroom goal team project QT -I 
I improved my students' achievement. . :1:-
I 
1 I 2 
! I share in the responsibility foT I 
1
/ i...'llproving student achievement in our I E I ~hocl \ i 
1 2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
I 
I 
I 
4 
4 
4 
4 
I 
I 
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through my classroom goal team E t' 1 2 • 3 4 ,ll· 
meetings to improve student 
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achievement. 
Teachers in our school feel responsible E 
1
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for insuring that all students learn. I I ~ 
It is important for my students that I 
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meetings has increased the frequency DD , .• I~.~. 1 I 2 3 
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1 that I use student achievement data to 
,.., Ian for instruction. I I 
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Analyzing student assessment data for 1 1 j I I 
classroom goal team meetings helps me DD 1 1 2 i 3 II, 4 ! 
set a learnmg goal ! 
The student performance graph tells me 
about the success of the instructional 
strategies I use. 
Stu. dent assessment data collected in 
preparation for classroom goal team 
meeting helps me understand my 
students' learnin needs. 
Instructional strategies I learned at 
DD 
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classroom goal team meetings will DD 1 2 3 4 
1
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Student achievement will be positively 1 
- 1 
=''"'"''-"""' as a result of my participation DD 1 2 3 4 : 
in classroom oal team meeti..."l. s. 
Classroom goal tean1s are an important 
component of the school improvement 
orocess in our school. 
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Progress noted on my stu.dent j 
perfonnance graph has caused me to DD 1 2 3 4 I I 
improve assessment practices. i 
I 
Teachers in this school interact with the I I 
I 
members of their classroom. goal teams LC 1 2 3 4 J in a professional mam1er. 
My classroom goal team ~Narks 
collaboratively. 
The members of my classroom goal 
team offer useful instructional 
i strategies. 
/ Each teacher is a contributing member 
of my classroom goal team. 
I I have received meaningful feedback 
! from my classroom goal team members. 
I Our classroom goal team meetings are 
roductive. 
I have received useful instructional 
strategies from my classroom goal team 
members. 
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How has participation in thedassroorn goals team meetings impacted your ir,&tructional 
practices j teaching methods? 
As 
mind? 
think about tt~e classroom goals team meetings, thi.'l.gs stand out in your 
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